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INTRODUCTION 
Mildly handicapped students frequently exacerbate their learning problems 
by demonstrating an apparent lack of motivation that can lead to less engaged 
time and result in lower levels of achievement. This cycle may occur more often 
in students with low academic self-perceptions. We form perceptions of or self-
efficacious beliefs about ourselves from personal accomplishments, vicarious 
experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological states (Bandura, 1977, 1986). 
When students continually meet with failure in academic tasks or see their 
performance as less competent than other children to whom they are comparing 
themselves, they often exhibit less perseverance (Schunk, 1989b), Social 
psychological research on attribution and social comparison processes may aid 
in understanding how mildly handicapped students view their academic self-
perceptions in various instructional contexts. 
This research study centers on the premise that the setting in which 
children are taught influences not only what and how children are taught, but 
how they perceive themselves academically. Educational researchers have 
found mildly handicapped students to have lower academic self-perceptions 
when in mainstreamed settings than in a pullout resource program (Chapman, 
1988). There has been much criticism of the present pullout service delivery 
system for special education students; a Regular Education Initiative (REI) has 
been proposed to serve more students in general education classrooms (Wang, 
Reynolds, & Walberg, 1987, Will, 1986). Based on past educational and social 
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psychological research, returning or serving such students in the regular 
classroom may jeopardize their academic self-perceptions, and may lead to lower 
motivation to learn. In the end, mainstreaming may result in less academic 
achievement. This research is designed to begin testing that proposition. 
A model will be tested using both external variables (educational label 
[handicapped or regular education], curriculum modifications, and instructional 
setting [general education classroom or pullout program]) and internal variables 
(ability and achievement, social comparisons, and attributions concerning 
assistance and ability). The primary question to be investigated is how children's 
self-perceptions are affected by the type of classroom setting in which 
educational services are provided, and by the model of delivery of instructional 
services. Instructional environment or setting is proposed to influence student 
self-perceptions primarily through social comparison. Implications for 
mainstreaming and the REI will be discussed. 
Student self-perception is influenced by within student variables, the 
instructional context, and the interactions between students and context 
variables. For example, aptitude influences achievement success, and success 
leads to self-efficacy or confidence that one can do a given task. Chances of 
success can be enhanced by appropriate curricula; students with learning 
problems will perceive themselves as more competent in a modified instructional 
environment. Positive outcomes or feedback can encourage students to persist 
in learning activities and to choose more challenging tasks; thus, motivation is 
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linked to student self-perception (Schunk, 1989a, 1991). Special education 
students meet limited success in the general education curriculum and may find 
few reasons to perceive themselves as competent in academic domains. 
Labeling of special education students has been viewed as necessary to 
structure funding mechanisms but, perhaps, as detrimental to self-esteem (Dunn, 
1968). Programs for students with special needs have been developed to 
provide curricula that are appropriate and maximize academic achievement, 
presumably easing the cycle of negative self-perceptions. In other words, the 
labeling associated with special education services may lower self-perception, 
but the commensurate special educational programs may elevate academic self-
perception. Pullout programs have been seen as a mechanism to enhance self-
concept by allowing students to seek help away from their more able classmates, 
thus limiting the embarrassment of receiving help or failing (Chapman, 1988). 
Pullout programs also exchange the heterogeneous regular education classroom 
for a more homogeneous (and lower achieving) group, therefore, allowing for 
more propitious social comparisons. Recently, researchers have criticized the 
efficacy of special education programs in terms of instruction (Bilken & Zoliers, 
1986) and alternate systems for the delivery of services have been proposed. 
The Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA) (1975), via least restrictive 
environment (LRE) principle, moved many handicapped children back into their 
local schools. We are currently experimenting with more extensive 
mainstreaming of mildly handicapped students under the premise that their 
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academic gains will not be compromised (Bilken & Zollers, 1986; Reschly, 1988; 
Walberg et al., 1987) and their self-concepts will be better (Wang & Birch, 1984). 
A position paper in 1986 promoted the idea of services without labeling (National 
Association of School Psychologists [NASP], 1986). As Secretary of Education, 
Madeline Will proposed the delivery of more services to special education 
students within general education classrooms, a proposal that became known as 
the Regular Education Initiative (REI) (Will, 1986). Models for REI were 
discussed and endorsed by Wang, Reynolds, and Walberg (1987) and Reschly 
(1988). The REI assumptions and models have aroused dissent. Increased 
integration of special education students seems at cross purposes to public 
outcry for more challenging curricula, in the face of sinking national 
standardized test scores (Kauffman, Gerber, & Semmel, 1988; Shepard, 1987). 
Moreover, recent surveys of regular and special education teachers show serious 
concerns and lack of support for REI (Coates, 1989; Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, 
& Lesar, 1991). 
In our zest to provide the newest and best in education we sometimes 
seem to recycle ideas and models without the benefit of a reliable and valid 
research base (Kauffman et al., 1988). Part of the rationale for separate 
programs in the 1950s through 70s was based on Festinger's theory of social 
comparison (1954). Youngsters comparing themselves to others who are doing 
well academically will have lower academic self-esteem than those who can 
compare themselves to peers with similar abilities (Schunk, 1989b). Relevant 
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recent research shows that for mainstreamed slower students, academic self-
esteem is lower in regular education settings than In pullout classrooms (Bear, 
Cleaver, & Proctor, 1991; Gresham, Evans & Elliott, 1988). Has the potential 
influence of REI on academic self-perceptions of students been considered? 
This study is proposed to look primarily at academic self-perceptions of 
mildly handicapped students in various educational settings. Do students with 
disabilities view themselves as academically more, the same, or less capable 
when served in a regular education setting? How do they arrive at these self 
evaluations; to whom do these students compare themselves in determining their 
relative standing and ability? Also, what attributions do struggling students 
make regarding available assistance in regular education or more traditional 
special education settings; is it more comfortable for them to ask for and accept 
help in a segregated setting? This literature review will first define relevant 
social psychological constructs and provide a brief survey of research on the 
development of social psychological processes in children. The applications of 
these constructs to special education service delivery systems and self-
perceptions of mildly handicapped children will be considered. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Learning or acquiring new skills varies by the task and the student. Some 
lower levels of learning are acquired by conditioning, repetition, modeling, etc.; 
more abstract learning involves recalling, integrating, and evaluating information. 
Our self-perception of our abilities varies by the attributions we make and our 
judgment of task difficulty. Through our successes and failures and through 
comparison with how quickly others learn we form perceptions of our own 
academic abilities. These self-perceptions can influence our willingness to 
attempt new or challenging tasks or to persevere; that is, our achievement 
motivation. Achievement motivation is also affected by our perception of the 
contingency of the task to our effort, and by our perceptions of our own 
competence. Attributions concerning the avenue by which we attain success or 
failure also influences our future motivational style. 
Scope of Review 
The literature review covers the social psychological constructs of self-
perception, attribution, and achievement motivation. Self-efficacy is described in 
the self-perception section; locus of control and social comparison are,included 
in the attribution section. The proposed interactions of these constructs are 
described as indicated by prior research. These three major and three minor 
constructs are organized from a general theoretical overview to specific 
educational applications with children. The first section will present several 
social psychological constructs which influence academic self-perceptions. The 
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second section discusses tine proposed deveiopment of these constructs in 
children. The next section of the literature review addresses how children with 
learning problems may be differentially influenced by social comparison and self-
perception processes. The final section reviews findings on how academic 
settings and curricula may influence the academic self-perceptions of children. 
A vast literature exists for the psychological theories of attribution, self-
concept, and motivation. A similar wealth of research in the child development 
literature describes the development and existence of these constructs in 
children of various ages. This review attempts only to cover the basic and 
relevant research in these areas. The research on educational applications of 
these psychological constructs or studies with handicapped children is not as 
extensive. The focus of the review is to apply social psychological constructs to 
developing an understanding of academic self-perceptions of mildly handicapped 
children. The review is designed as a basis for research on the relationship of 
current or proposed service delivery systems to these constructs and, 
consequently, to the self-perceptions of children instructed in special education 
or regular education classrooms. 
Social Psychological Constructs 
A tautology of relationships among self-perception, attributions, social 
comparison, and achievement motivations have been proposed (Marsh, 1984a). 
Prior events or achievements are interpreted in terms of our self-attributions and 
our performance in comparison with others. This process leads to expectancies 
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of success or failure and, consequently, to motivation or actions. This section 
will present a synopsis of historical and current research on these constructs 
and their interrelationships. 
The global construct is typically called self concept or self worth. Domain 
specific self perceptions are formed from self-efficacy, personal attributions, and 
social comparison. How we view ourselves (self-perception) is affected by how 
others appear to view us (attributions) plus what we think we can do (self-
efficacy), both objectively and in comparison to peers (social comparison). Our 
self-perceptions are related to our willingness to attempt tasks or to persist 
(achievement motivation). 
Views of Self 
Self-Perception The investigation of and hypotheses proposed about 
our views of ourself have a long history in psychology. James (1892) saw self-
esteem as the ratio of one's successes to one's aspirations or goals. Cooley 
(1902) presented a self perception theory that focused on our perceptions of 
others' opinions of us that he called the looking-glass self. Mead (1934) named 
the construct our generalized other. Currently, social learning research is the 
most prodigious contributor in this area. Self-worth and self-efficacy are seen as 
mediators of motivation (Bandura, 1977, 1986; Harter, 1987; Harter & Connell, 
1984). 
Self-Efficacy Nicholls (1984) proposed that judgment of personal ability 
is based on (a) past performances, (b) others, and (c) task difficulty. According 
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to Bandura (1977,1986), we form self-efficacious beliefs about ourselves from 
personal accomplishments, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and 
physiological states. Self-perception is how we view ourselves; self-efficacy is 
how strongly we feel we can personally produce and regulate outcomes (see 
Figure 1). Self-efficacy is the personal evaluation of our capability of doing a 
task and is not solely a normative judgment. A perception of high self-efficacy 
increases willingness to approach tasks and reduces anxiety. Bandura's model 
of self-efficacy is described more fully in the section of this review on mildly 
handicapped children. 
Attributions 
Attribution refers to the process of linking an event to its causes. 
According to attribution theory, people make attributions of effort, task difficulty, 
ability, and luck to their performance on a task, and form their perceptions of 
their ability from these inferences. Past success or failure is the major 
determinant of predicting future success or failure; yet, the perceived attribution 
and constancy of that attribution contribute to the degree of confidence we have 
in our expectations of future success or failure (Weiner, 1972, 1979, 1984, 1985, 
1986). 
Locus of Control Locus of control is perception of cause of an intended 
event. Perceptions of control are two-dimensional: contingency and competence 
(Weisz & Cameron, 1985). Predictions of the likelihood a person can cause an 
intended event to occur are functionally dependent on whether an individual is 
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Contingency Competence 
Self-Perception 
Task 
Difficulty 
Social 
Comparison 
Persuasion Performance 
Self-Efficacy 
Figure 1. Theoretical components of self-perception and self-efficacy 
instrumental in the occurrence of the event (contingency), and the ability of the 
person in this domain (competence). The locus of control construct of 
contingency is similar to self-efficacy and learned helplessness; persons who 
perceive their actions as having no effect on the environment tend to give up 
(Bandura, 1977; Seligman, 1987). 
In Rotter's locus of control model, individuals who believe that they are 
academically able are more likely to believe that they can control academic 
outcomes; competence leads to contingency. In Rotter's model, ability is 
depicted as an internal locus of control attribution, while luck, task difficulty, and 
powerful others are categorized as external locus of control attributions. 
Weiner (1972, 1979,1984, 1985, 1986) adds the dimensions of stable, as in 
trait, and unstable, or state, to Rotter's internal and external model. Effort can 
be varied and luck is unstable, while ability and task difficulty are viewed as 
permanent. In Weiner's attribution model, individuals who believe that they are 
competent at a task probably will attribute success to their ability and failure to 
another cause; individuals who believe that they are incompetent will attribute 
failure to their lack of ability and will search for an external explanation for 
success (see Figure 2). 
Social Comparison Social comparison is the process of evaluating the 
accuracy of personal beliefs and attitudes by comparing oneself to others 
(Festinger, 1954). According to Festinger's theory, we have a drive to obtain 
accurate evaluations of ourselves and we use objective standards when these 
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Figure 2. Perceptions of control 
are available; wlien there are no objective standards, we seek similar others as 
comparisons. 
Recent worl< in the area of social comparison has found that people do 
not use social comparison only for self-evaluations, but also to maintain or 
enhance their self-images (Wills, 1991; Wood, 1989). The environment forces 
social comparisons on us; when we are surrounded by others with less ability, it 
is easier to form an optimistic perception of our abilities. However, being placed 
in a very competitive situation with high achieving others may result in a deflated 
self-perception via social comparison. 
People tend not to engage in social comparisons when there are no other 
persons judged as similar on that task; that is, when the others are seen as too 
dissimilar, a comparison is not made. Therefore, because this other person is 
doing much better or worse is not seen as discouraging or encouraging, but 
irrelevant (Major, Testa, & Bylsma, 1991). In other situations we cope by 
imagining an inferior other (Wood, 1989). Social comparison may be used for 
various purposes: to realistically evaluate our abilities, to enhance our self-
perceptions, or to relieve us of the necessity of making detrimental comparisons. 
Comparisons that result in lowering our self-perceptions also lower our 
expectations and achievement motivation. Successes tend to raise our self-
perception and our motivation by making us more confident about attempting 
challenging tasks. 
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Achievement Motivation 
Atkinson (1964) viewed achievement drive as a need. Achievement 
behavior is determined by several assumptions or attributions (Ruble & 
Boggiano, 1980). To believe we can successfully accomplish a behavior, there 
are two prerequisite conditions: (1) we must view the outcome as contingent on 
behavior and (2) we must see ourselves as competent of accomplishing the 
behavior (Schunk, 1991). Thus people will display achievement motivation when 
they see outcomes and rewards as based on effort and task difficulty and have 
confidence in their ability (Weisz, 1984). Personal achievement motivation 
determines attributions concerning the causes of success or failure on an 
activity; people with high achievement motivation tend to attribute failure to lack 
of effort while those with lower achievement motivation attribute failure to lack of 
ability (Atkinson & Raynor, 1978; Ruble & Boggiano, 1980). Females tend to be 
more easily discouraged by failure, to make attributions of lack of ability, and to 
avoid future challenges (Rogers, 1987). 
McClelland (1955) proposed a trait theory; he believed achievement 
motivation was a stable trait, rather than situation specific state, and was based 
on early childhood learning experiences. He believed we are socialized into this 
need for achievement by our competitive society that is based on the Protestant 
work ethic. McClelland's theory has been incorporated into intrinsic orientation. 
In Atkinson's theory (1964), individuals who believe that they are 
competent at a task perceive the probability of success as higher and, 
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consequently, are more likely to approach the task. Competence enhances the 
perception of control and the level of achievement motivation. Individuals who 
believe they lack competencies needed to complete the task tend to avoid the 
task; this avoidance is an exhibition of the competing need to avoid failure (see 
Figure 3a). 
Learned Helplessness Learned helplessness occurs when an individual 
(or animal) is subjected to repeated trials with noncontingent outcomes. 
Creatures who receive such treatment eventually assume a generalized lack of 
control and fail to try to cope or achieve success when later presented with a 
controllable, attainable goal (see Figure 3b) (Seligman, 1975). 
Summary 
The social psychological constructs reviewed in this section are, indeed, 
closely related. Self-perceptions and self-efficacy are based on achievement or 
performance results, social comparison data, judgments of task difficulty, and 
feedback from credible persuaders. Self-efficacy is modified by our perceptions 
of the control we have over a situation, or contingency, and our estimation of 
our personal competence. Personal competency judgments are, of course, made 
on the basis of several of the components of self-perception: social comparison 
data, feedback from significant others, and past experiences. 
Perceptions of high contingency contribute to positive self-perceptions; 
perceptions of low contingency can lead to learned helplessness/low motivation. 
Perceptions of low ability can be caused by undeserved praise (as perceived by 
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Figure 3. relationship of perceptions of competence and control 
the recipient), by low self-efficacy or low motivation, and by unflattering social 
comparisons. Perceptions of high ability are formed or maintained by viewing 
ourselves as the superior other in social comparison and by a current perception 
of high self-efficacy and motivation. 
Attributions are closely related to motivation. Persons with high motivation 
tend to attribute failure to lack of effort, while those with low motivation attribute 
failure to lack of ability. Persons with a perception of competence will predict 
success in a given situation and be highly motivated to proceed. The person 
with a low estimate of his/her competence will anticipate failure and attempt to 
avoid the task (see Figure 4). How we do in a challenging situation determines 
how we feel about ourselves; how we judge our competence encourages us to or 
discourages us from attempting the next challenge. Our cognitions and the 
actions and statements of others also influence our motivation and personal 
Interpretations of how well we are doing, or can do. 
Development of Motivational Constructs 
Small children typically start with a small circle of persons and situations 
that might give them feedback about their capabilities. The environment itself 
will challenge and establish their concept of what they can do physically. 
Corrective feedback is also provided by verbalizations from parents, siblings, 
other close family members, caretakers, and playmates. Therefore, preschool 
children are usually able to see themselves as competent as they achieve 
mastery. Social comparison is used to learn the norms of new situations, not to 
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Figure 4. Attributions resulting from self-perception and motivation 
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evaluate their performances (Frey & Ruble, 1985). Most young children remain 
very egocentric, optimistic, and have a high degree of agency, or self-
perceptions (Dweck & Elliott, 1983). 
Self-perception is lowered during the early elementary years as the adult 
feedback changes from corrective to evaluative, and as children begin to 
compare their performance to that of others (Stipek & Daniels, 1988). Children 
are given grades on their academic work; they may be placed into groups or 
tracks for certain subjects. These processes allow and force children to 
compare their assignments and progress to that of their classmates and to 
evaluate their own abilities. Parental and teacher feedback can confirm student 
self-perceptions. 
In a review of research conducted on self-perceptions of young 
adolescents, Eccles and Midgley (1989) reported that students are increasingly 
self critical as they enter adolescence. Children's academic self-perceptions 
increasingly correlate with achievement during elementary school, and then 
decline as they enter junior high, apparently because of placement in an 
unfamiliar environment (Harter, 1985). The transition to a junior high or middle 
school setting typically includes several changes in the school environment. 
Students move from being the oldest and highest status in their elementary 
school to the unenviable positions of the youngest and least powerful. They 
have multiple teachers who are engaged in evaluations of the students. In 
addition, students may be integrated with students from other elementary 
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schools and have new peer groups with which to make social comparisons. 
Students with high ability may find themselves in homogeneous classes with 
similar students and consequently have lower self-perceptions of their ability. 
Students' self-perceptions typically decline as they move from 6th grade to 7th, 
and then begin to rise toward the end of the 7th grade year as they become 
accustomed to their new environment (Dusek & Flaherty, 1981; O'Malley & 
Bachman, 1983; Wigfield, Eccles, Mac Iver, Reuman, & Midgley, 1991). 
Girls appear especially vulnerable to negative effects of a junior high 
environment (Eccles, Midgley, & Adier, 1984; Wigfield et al., 1991). Ruble (1987) 
reported that menarche is perceived as a stressful and emotionally disruptive 
time by most girls. Eccles and Midgley (1989) suggest that declines in self-
perception seen at junior high may be linked to a mismatch between biological 
and environmental changes. These conflicts may have more negative influence 
on students who are less academically able. Students who struggled with the 
rigors and routines of academics in elementary school may have even more 
difficulty "righting" themselves following the transition to junior high than more 
able students. Conversely, low achieving students, when finding themselves in 
groups with other low achieving students, rather than in heterogenous classes, 
may raise their self-perceptions. 
The relative importance of social acceptance, athletic prowess, physical 
appearance, and academic achievement in self-perception also may vary by 
gender and pubertal timing. Rosenberg (1985) summarized data from three large 
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samples and concluded that adolescence, especially early adolescence, is a time 
of self-concept turmoil. Dusek and Flaherty (1981), on the other hand, found 
adolescence to be a period of gradual change in self concept rather than a 
dramatic stage change or a vacillating period of stress. Their research used a 
time-lag design and resulted in both cross-sectional and longitudinal data for a 
three-year period spanning the ages of 11 to 18. The cross-sectional data were 
more likely to reveal discontinuities than the longitudinal analyses; the necessity 
of using longitudinal data to make individual predictions was emphasized. 
Research is also needed on school environment factors that exacerbate 
decreases in self-perception; for example, stringency of academic standards, 
expectations for homework, and emphasis on interschool athletics. Community, 
school, and peer pressures may dictate that this is a time for increased 
responsibility in caring for younger siblings and seeking afterschool employment, 
or to pursue status with trendy clothes and early dating. 
Self-Perceptions 
A common goal of American society, of educational systems, and of 
parents, is that children will develop positive self images. A positive self-
perception is considered desirable because people with positive self-perceptions 
are more likely to be accepting of others and more likely motivated to attempt 
challenges (Rosenberg, 1985). Self-perceptions are largely derived from 
feedback from the environment, evaluations of others, and personal attributions 
(Aboud, 1985; Bandura, 1977, 1986; Gecas & Schwalbe, 1983; Harter, 1986). 
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Research by Harter (1983,1985, 1987) has found that global self worth can be 
assessed in children by age 8. barter's measure of global self-worth is a 
separate set of items, not a composite of domain scores. 
Self Efficacy 
The primary component of self-efficacy is personal accomplishments. For 
children these typically are the tasks presented in school, such as learning to 
read and math facts. Attributional feedback also affects self-efficacy; for 
example, "you're working hard" is an attribution of effort while "you're good at 
this" implies high ability. The latter attribution, of high ability, leads to higher 
self-efficacy than attributions of expended effort (Schunk, 1983, 1985). 
Schunk (1983) explored the relationship of self-efficacy and social 
comparison. Children who were given both goals and social comparison 
information had highest self-efficacy and actual performance, again suggesting 
that judgments of past experience do not solely influence self-efficacy. 
Bandura (1986) also found children use social comparison to estimate self-
efficacy. School is the primary setting for validating academic self-efficacious 
beliefs. Young children rely heavily on "here and now" situations and are less 
accurate in estimating their self-efficacy. Self-efficacious beliefs of younger 
children are less stable than those of older children. 
Attributions 
Children below the age of six do not differentiate between ability and 
effort and, therefore, assume tasks on which they succeed are easy and those 
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on which they fail are difficult (Chapman & Skinner, 1989; Dweck & Bempechat, 
1983; Nicholls, 1984b). At this age children do not take the difficulty of the task 
or the successes of others into account. Young children underestimate task 
difficulty and have unrealistically high expectations (Dweck & Elliott, 1983). 
Between the ages of 7 and 9 children make a shift in cognitions and come to see 
effort as the primary cause of performance outcomes. By 11 or 12 children can 
differentiate performance, ability, and effort (Nicholls, 1984a; Stipek, 1988). After 
age 12 children tend to express a relationship between effort and ability; that is, 
a difficult task requires more effort and ability. The assumption is made that if 
one has a high ability the task will be easier and require less effort; therefore, if 
one needs to work very hard at an easy task, that is interpreted as a sign of low 
ability. 
By age 7 children have developed sufficient cognitive abilities to view 
intellectual competence as a stable characteristic. Still, young children may not 
yet have the competency and experiences to make accurate judgments of which 
events are contingent and controllable and so may display unrealistic optimism. 
By age 9 children can use more realistic criteria in judging their ability (Eccles et 
al., 1984). 
Brophy (1983b, 1985) reviewed the effects of teacher praise on children's 
self-perceptions. Teacher expectations can become self-fulfilling prophecies. 
These expectations can be conveyed to students through praise for low effort or 
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incorrect responses, less feedback and appropriate instruction, and less 
attention and warmtli toward low achieving students (see Figure 5). 
Attributions are inferences about the cause(s) of a behavior or event. 
Focus on attributions lowers expectations; focus on strategies raises 
expectations. Children who need help most in classes may be least likely to ask 
for It because they do not want to be noticed or perceived as incapable (Jenkins 
& Heinen, 1989; Newman, 1990; Newman & Goldin, 1990). Receiving unsolicited 
help from teachers may be even worse, for children then make causal Inferences 
of low ability (Aberbach & Lynch, 1991; Nelson-LeGall, DeCooke, & Jones, 1989). 
Graham and Barker (1990) found even five year-olds to make a negative 
attribution of personal Incompetence for helping behavior. 
Learned Helplessness There are many situations that might cause a 
child to develop learned helplessness": (e.g., excessively high parental 
expectations, unrealistic personal standards, girls' belief that they have no ability 
in math) (Dweck, 1985; Stipek, 1988). Dweck & Elliott (1983) found younger 
children more resistent to learned helplessness than older children. 
Locus of Control Locus of control relates more to general expectations; 
self-efficacy refers to one's perceptions of ability to perform a specific task. 
Children do not take luck into account when speculating on outcomes, but 
attribute the outcome to the actions of others, to their own actions, or to the 
unknown (They just don't know why.) (Connell, 1985). Children increasingly 
perceive an internal locus of control in middle childhood, reflecting their ability to 
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discriminate better among luck, effort, ability, and task difficulty (Skinner, 
Chapman, & Baltes, 1988). Chapman and Skinner (1989) reported an interaction 
between conceptions of effort and ability and cognitive performance. Children 
with high perceptions of competence are more likely to respond to challenging 
activities under pressure than children with lower perceptions of competence 
(Eccles, et al., 1985). Even academically competent children with low self-
perceptions of competency are unwilling to risk failure and so set low goals 
(Phillips, 1984, 1987). 
Intrinsic motivation is the striving to succeed driven by the desire to 
satisfy ourselves (Boggiano, Main, & Katz, 1988; Early & Barnett, 1991; Stipek & 
Weisz, 1981). Adults frequently expect children to try to do well in school 
because of intrinsic motivation, and to not need to be motivated by external 
factors such as rewards. 
Intrinsic motivation is higher is situations where children feel they have 
some control (choice) of activity (Boggiano et al., 1988). Control/responsibility 
for learning enhances achievement, but children do not control most of their 
daily activities, especially school assignments (Schunk, 1989a). Skinner et al. 
(1990) found that belief in internal causes (e.g., ability) did not necessarily 
motivate children, but belief in external causes (e.g., luck, powerful others) 
undermined motivation. Children who do well in school tend to feel they have 
some control over their school performance, while those who do poorly perceive 
themselves as having no control of their school success. For example, how 
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closely are grades tied to performance? Is it apparent to students that grades 
are assigned by performance, or does assignment appear randomly (luck)? 
Noncontingent outcomes are obviously uncontrollable (Weisz, 1984). Students 
who perceive their success is due to ability and effort have higher self-
perceptions and academic achievement (Marsh, 1984). Schunk (1983, 1984) 
believes that children can be made to feel more efficacious if feedback for failure 
is attributed to lack of effort and success is attributed to ability. 
Social Comparison Social comparison for normative purposes develops 
in the primary grades, around ages 7 to 9 (Entwistle, Alexander, Pallas, & 
Cadigan, 1987; Frey & Ruble, 1985; Ruble, Boggiano, Feldman, & Loebl, 1980; 
Ruble, 1987). As children develop cognitively and experientially they become 
increasingly accurate in their use of social comparison to judge their abilities 
(Nicholls & Miller, 1984a, 1984b). Dweck and Elliott (1983) reported children in 
2nd grade to have a more accurate perception of their class rank. Children also 
are aware of impression management around the mental age of seven (Frey & 
Ruble, 1985), 
As children learn to use evaluative feedback their self-perceptions tend to 
decline (Stipek, 1984). Preschoolers believe effort OR outcome is ability; 
children in primary grades think effort is the cause of performance outcomes. 
Older elementary children can partially differentiate between effort and ability; as 
children move into junior high they view ability as capacity (Nicholls & Miller, 
1984a, 1984b). Older children use both social comparison and actual grades to 
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make judgments of their relative ability. Eventually most decide that both high 
ability and high effort are necessary for success (Stipek, 1988). Mac Iver (1987) 
found students who receive frequent grades are less likely to engage in social 
comparison. Grades or other feedback on performance operate as objective 
standards and limit the need to compare performance to another to gain a 
measure of competence. 
Achievement Motivation 
Dweck and Elliott (1983) presented achievement motivation as a learning 
versus performance issue. Learning is evaluated from personal standards; 
performance by comparisons (Dweck, 1985). Infants and preschoolers are 
learning oriented. 
In research on performance expectancy versus goal expectancy, bright 
girls were found to underestimate their chances of success. Girls tended to view 
failures as lack of ability. Adolescent girls appear to have greater struggles with 
self-concept than males; females are more apt to value interpersonal 
relationships than independence and adjust their expectations and performance 
to fit this goal. 
Summary 
Children's responses to low or high self-perceptions in terms of motivation 
are similar to adults'. However, they do not utilize social comparison until 
around age 7, and make rather inaccurate predictions and attributions 
concerning their ability and actions. With maturity children can use social 
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comparison to establisti perceptions of their capabilities. They become 
cognitively able to differentiate the parts played by ability, effort, luck, and task 
difficulty in their success or failure. Motivation in school is partially determined 
by the type of goal the student has: learning or performance. A learning goal 
indicates intrinsic motivation; performance goals are more aimed at "getting by" 
and are accompanied by low motivation. Junior high appears an age/stage in 
which most children's self-perceptions decline due to biological changes, 
increased sensitivity to acceptance by peers, more ego-investment, and a new, 
confusing learning environment with increased demands. 
Findings with Mildly Handicapped Children 
Mildly handicapped children have also been found to exhibit learned 
helplessness, expectations of failure, and low achievement motivation. 
Self-Efficacy 
Bandura's model of self-efficacy depicts four factors that contribute to 
one's perception of competence to perform a task: accomplishments, vicarious 
experiences, persuasion, and physiological feedback (1986). Self-perception, in 
terms of personal accomplishments, is low for students with learning problems 
(Cooley & Ayres, 1988; Lewis & Lawrence-Patterson, 1989). Mildly mentally 
retarded students are slower in all academic areas; students with learning 
disabilities were usually identified for special education services because they 
weren't making expected progress in learning to read and write, etc. 
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Vicarious experiences refer to learning from other's experiences, such as 
through modeling or social comparison. This is also an aspect of self-
perceptions where it is more likely that mildly handicapped students see 
themselves as doing poorly, or ranking toward the bottom of the class in 
academics. Mildly handicapped children may choose as comparison models 
regular education children with abilities superior to their own, and thus 
exacerbate their frustrations (Renick & Harter, 1989). 
Verbal persuasion, in terms of encouragement and help from the teacher, 
can have positive or negative effects on attributions. Encouragement to 
continue in a difficult task may accurately be interpreted as a signal that the 
teacher or parents are confident one can do the task. Conversely, students may 
see praise for accomplishing an easy task or sympathy for failure as attributions 
of low ability (Graham & Barker, 1990; Schunk 1985, 1989a). 
Bandura's last component, physiological feedback, is also a concomitant 
of self-perceptions. Children who do not find school a pleasant place to be may 
develop headaches, stomachaches, and nervousness; psychosomatic symptoms 
that can lead to avoidance behaviors. It is easier and more pleasant to avoid 
situations (by illness) in which you feel you can neither achieve nor control 
(Boggiano, et al., 1988; Boggiano & Ruble, 1986). 
Self-Perception 
Self-perception is lower for learning disabled students in 
intellectual/academic areas (Cooley & Ayres, 1988; Lewis & Lawrence-Patterson, 
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1989). In other domains, such as appearance and behavior there are no 
differences between students with a learning disability and nonhandicapped 
students (Renick & Harter, 1988, 1989). Learning disabled students are also to 
apt to believe their failures are due to low ability, than to lack of effort or external 
causes (Cooley & Ayres, 1988; Grolnick & Ryan, 1990). Learning disabled 
students reported feeling more competent in a separate LD classroom than in a 
regular education class. For students mainstreamed into regular education 
classes this decrease in academic self-perception is exacerbated by age and 
school experience; this decrease with age is not evidenced by learning disabled 
students placed in pullout programs. The discrepancy in academic self-
perception between learning disabled students and nonhandicapped students 
widens at middle school (see Figure 6). 
Conflicting evidence has been reported on the effects of ability grouping 
on self-perception of worth (Gecas & Schwalbe, 1983). Performing competently 
in a devalued context (i.e., a special education classroom) may result in a lower 
self-concept than marginal performance in a higher prestige context (i.e., the 
general education classroom), similar to attributions of low ability made following 
success on an easy task. 
Attributions 
Mentally handicapped children are prone to consider their successes a 
"fluke" and become conditioned to failure (Macmillan, 1982). Mentally retarded 
children placed in classrooms according to their chronological age frequently 
32 
Resource 
Support 
Modified 
Curricuium 
Lower 
SP in academic 
Higher 
in Reg Ed if 
Handicapped 
Students 
Higher 
SP in Puliout 
No 
Resource Assistance 
Unidentified No 
Curr. Modifications 
Slow 
Learners 
Lowest 
Self-Efficacy 
Figure 6. Self-efficacy in handicapped and slow learning children 
33 
encounter problems they cannot solve and, consequently, make attributions of 
low ability. In special classrooms the group and assignments are more 
homogeneous and appropriate for their ability; therefore, mild and moderately 
retarded children can perceive themselves as more competent in a segregated 
setting (Ruble & Boggiano, 1980). 
Locus of Control Children with learning disabilities and mildly retarded 
children are more external than nondisabled children in their locus of control 
(Reschly, 1987). Children with internal locus of control seem to do better; they 
are motivated by feeling they have some control over their environment (Wang & 
Peverly, 1988). Frequently learning disabled children feel they don't "own" their 
problems (Cooley & Ayres, 1988; Lewis & Lawrence-Patterson, 1989) and 
therefore exhibit learned.helplessness in dealing with academics. Attribution 
research with children has reported that mentally retarded children and 
nonhandicapped girls are more likely that nonhandicapped boys to attribute their 
failures to lack of ability and their successes to luck (Stipek & Weiss, 1981). 
Children with special educational needs are more likely to exhibit learned 
helplessness if they remain in a regular education classroom and experience 
continual failure. Even success can lead to helplessness if students do not 
perceive themselves as responsible for and in control of the educational context 
in which they succeeded. Handicapped children who receive special favors also 
may see this as something undeserved and therefore noncontingent upon their 
ability or effort (Ruble & Boggiano, 1980). 
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Social Comparison Children are aware of impression management 
around the mental age of seven (Frey & Ruble, 1985), and most people, whether 
young or old, do not like to give the Impression that they are incapable of 
performing an apparently reasonable task. Therefore children with learning 
problems will pretend to read, struggle with math, and smudge spelling words in 
hopes the teacher won't be able to tell if it is spelled right or wrong! 
In school environments comparisons are almost unavoidable (Gecas & 
Schwalbe, 1983). Children with learning problems have various reference groups 
(see Figure 7). Renick and Harter (1988, 1989) found 84% of the learning 
disabled children in their standardization sample to compare themselves to other 
children in their general education classrooms and thus, learning disabled 
children tended to present lower self-concepts In academic areas. Moderately 
mentally retarded children have usually been identified as handicapped and have 
been receiving special education services since an early age. Therefore, the 
comparison group chosen, even when surveyed in the regular classroom, is their 
mentally retarded peers (Silon & Harter, 1985). Harter (1986) found the self-
concept scores of moderately mentally retarded students to be no lower than 
those of the normal standardization groups. 
In the preadolescent years mildly handicapped children seem more 
sensitive to social comparisons than to labels, such as mentally disabled or 
learning disabled (Coleman, Pullis, & Minnett, 1987). 
35 
Regular 
Education 
Ragular 
Claaaroom 
Higher 
S«lf-Parc*ptlon 
Soc 
: Comp w Sp Ed 
I Higher 
I Salf-Parcaptlon 
Lower 
Self-Paroeptlon 
Pullout Sp Ed Claaa 
Special 
Education 
Ed Malnatreamed In Reg Ed Claaaroom 
Figure 7. The role of social comparison and instructional group in student self-
perception 
36 
Achievement Motivation 
Learning disabled children have lower levels of achievement motivation 
than matched (for IQ) nonhandicapped peers. The level of achievement 
motivation for learning disabled students is the same as for nonlabeled low-
achievers. Both view achievement as the key for school-related self-perceptions, 
but have expectancies of failure. 
Children with retardation have been found to have lower expectations for 
success than nonhandicapped children of the same mental age. The children 
with retardation are more outwardly directed, more imitative, and to rely more on 
external cues They are more likely to blame themselves for failure, to exhibit 
learned helplessness and a low expectancy for success, and tend to persevere 
rather than change strategies (Balla & Zigler, 1982). 
Conflicting findings on the influence of educational setting have been 
noted and will be expanded in the next section. Do learning disabled or mildly 
mentally handicapped students feel more competent in pullout or mainstreamed 
classrooms? How can teachers in either context facilitate self-efficacy and 
achievement motivation? 
Summarv 
Mildly handicapped children usually have lower self-perceptions than 
nonhandicapped children. They have fewer successful accomplishments, 
especially in school. They find themselves toward the lower end in social 
comparison, especially when placed in a general education classroom. Learning 
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disabled children are especially vulnerable to social comparisons since they 
choose regular education students as their comparisons In contrast, mentally 
retarded children have been found more likely to choose other handicapped 
children and thus fare better in social comparison. They are frequently the 
recipients of unrequested assistance and unearned praise, both of which lead to 
attributions of low ability. Finally, they may find school such an unpleasant place 
to be that they develop physical symptoms, such as stomachaches. 
Handicapped children easily make attributions of low ability, which lead to 
expectations for failure and low motivation. Success is considered "lucky." They 
also are more likely to focus on external causes for their lack of success; for 
example, learning disabled children do not feel they "own" their problems and, 
therefore, it is not their responsibility to try to solve them or to learn. 
Educational Implications 
The social psychological constructs described above may influence lower 
achieving students differently depending upon the educational context. The 
level of academics presented and expected typically varies by setting; that is, 
students who are identified and served in a special education pullout program 
receive a modified curriculum. These modifications may or may not follow the 
mainstreamed student to the general education classroom (Brady & Taylor, 
1989). An important goal of many REI pilot programs is to serve more students 
with learning problems or mild handicaps in general education classrooms for 
more of the academic day. The highly controversial claims in support of the REI 
38 
are improved academics, social-emotional climates, and self-perceptions 
(Reynolds, 1988; Will, 1986). 
Self-Perception/Self-Efficacy 
A recent review article by Wiederholt and Chamberlain (1989) included an 
annotated bibliography of studies comparing various types of programs. The 
focus of most studies was the academic efficacy of special education programs. 
Of 26 studies comparing resource rooms to general education classrooms, only 
nine looked at personal and social adjustment, as well as academic achievement. 
Four of these studies found no differences between resource and general 
education placement, and five found students to have higher self-concepts in 
resource programs. No studies reported higher self-perceptions for 
mainstreamed special education students. 
Academic self-perception is influenced by task difficulty, availability of 
immediate goals, academic success, social comparison, and teacher 
expectations (Schunk, 1983, 1984). These components may vary by instructional 
context; that is, pullout/self-contained program or mainstreamed/regular 
education program. 
Gresham, Evans, and Elliott (1988) compared the self-efficacy of 
mainstreamed mildly handicapped children in both their regular classes and 
special education classes. By middle childhood the mainstreamed handicapped 
children were demonstrating academic failure and lower levels of academic self-
perceptions in mainstream classrooms. Madden and Slavin (1983) found 
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academic benefits for mildly mentally handicapped children in regular education 
classrooms with individualized instruction and resource support, but that these 
children had better self-perceptions in resource programs than those in regular 
education classes. 
Similar results have been found for learning disabled students (Bear, 
Clever, & Proctor, 1991; Beltempo and Achille, 1990; Chapman, 1988; Grolnick & 
Ryan, 1990). Bear et al. (1991) found that non-handicapped children placed in 
classes with mainstreamed special education students had higher academic self-
perceptions than non-handicapped children in classes with no mainstreamed 
students. They hypothesized that the non-handicapped students were 
comparing themselves to the mainstreamed students and, thus, enhancing their 
self-perceptions. Chapman (1988) and Beltempo and Achille (1990) found that 
the lowest self-perceptions were those of non-identified low achieving or learning 
disabled students in the general classroom. These were students who had been 
referred or identified by their classroom teachers as struggling, but who had not 
qualified for special education services. Beltempo and Achille (1990) also found 
that fulltime self contained classrooms resulted in low self concept. A combined 
program of pullout resource assistance and general education integration 
provided students with the best self concepts. Again, these findings suggest 
that students do utilize both social comparison and personal achievement in 
forming their academic self-perceptions. 
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More individualized curricula and proximal goals are educational 
components that insure accountability and enhanced self-efficacy for all 
students. To feel competent, children need a curriculum that is challenging for 
them, and short term, objective goals. That is, they need to make progress and 
receive feedback that they are doing so (Nicholls, 1984a)! Short term goals are 
useful with younger children and those with learning problems. Proximal and 
student-determined goals also lead to higher self-efficacy; long term or general 
goals are ineffective in promoting task completion or self-efficacy (Schunk, 1983, 
1989a). 
Peer or buddy tutoring and cooperative learning practices also allow all 
students to feel competent and part of a successful effort (Stainbeck & 
Stainbeck, 1989). Peer or multiple models raise expectations for success; 
children feel if the peers can master the task they also can. Models who are 
similar to students are most effective; normal achievers will use mastery models, 
while slower learners will identify with coping or low-achieving models. Specific 
instruction in educational strategies boosts both academic achievement and self-
efficacy (Schunk, 1985, 1989). Individualized programming does not imply that 
teachers must engage in one-on-one teaching; various grouping patterns may be 
used to provide adaptive instruction (Wang 1989; Wang & Peverly, 1987). 
Programs should include student choice, task flexibility, regular monitoring, a 
variety of curriculum materials, and peer tutoring. Outcomes from pilot research 
on adaptive learning has found mildly handicapped students work well 
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independently and in groups, and to show higher levels of responsibility in the 
adaptive learning environments. Adaptive, individualized programs link 
diagnostic information to intervention decisions and make programming changes 
as dictated by progress monitoring. 
Persuader credibility influences student self-perceptions; students need 
confidence in their ability to meet teacher expectations. Teacher statements can 
lead students to make attributions regarding their ability or chances for success 
on an activity. Praising improvement and linking failure to inadequate effort aids 
student self-efficacy; students believe they are learning and, with more effort, 
can continue to improve their performance. A caveat on praise: continually 
praising students for effort when they are not doing well can lead to attributions 
of low ability (see Figure 8). 
Attributions 
Jenkins and Heinen (1989) surveyed elementary school students in general 
education, remedial programs and special education students concerning their 
preferences for receiving extra help. Students in resource room pull-out 
programs preferred to leave the classroom for services. When given a choice of 
obtaining help from their regular classroom teacher or a specialist, most 
preferred to work with their regular teacher. More older students wanted to be 
pulled out for help, regardless of where they were currently receiving services 
Jenkins and Heinen (1989) concluded that "These results challenge the 
notion that children, generally, prefer to have specialists come to them rather 
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than to go to the specialists (p. 519)." Children may realize they need help, but 
the overwhelming sentiment as they get older is jtqI to draw attention to their 
problems. 
Social Comparison Theoretically, grouping or tracking may either 
improve or deflate academic self-perceptions. A student may compare his/her 
performance to that of his/her group and feel inferior or superior, or he/she may 
assume a group identification and bask (or dwell) in the reflected glory of the 
group he/she is placed in. If tracked into a homogenous group students may 
assume the identity of the group (e.g., "I'm in the Crows so I must be dumb.") or 
they may use that group as their frame of reference and possibly rank 
themselves as satisfactory compared to others in their group (Marsh, 1984b, 
1987; Marsh & Parker, 1984). Low achieving students may be able to perceive 
themselves as more competent in a special education setting by comparing their 
achievements with those of the other low achieving students. 
In a review of the effects of ability grouping Kulik and Kulik (1982, 1991) 
reported on 15 studies of student self-concept. Self-concept was higher in seven 
studies for those grouped by ability, lower in six studies, and there were no 
significant differences in two studies. There was a positive effect for attitude 
toward a school subject for students in homogeneous groups. Research on 
within class groupings has found that high achievers are more likely to raise their 
expectancies, to increase achievement, and to downwardly compare, while the 
opposite is true for low achievers. The lower achievers drop their expectancies, 
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get poorer grades, and make more upward comparisons (Reuman, 1989). 
Students in between class grouping, or homogeneous classes, make social 
comparisons with their academic peers. Those with high ability may be deflated 
by this type of comparison, and the slower students may, at last, feel competent. 
However, as noted earlier, group affiliation has the opposite effect on academic 
self-perceptions. The reflected glory or shame of being in the academic track or 
the remedial one may counter the in-class frame of reference effect. 
in classrooms where students work at different tasks both teachers and 
students are less able and less likely to engage in comparative evaluations 
(Chapman & Skinner, 1989). In multidimensional instruction settings, most 
students rank themselves as above average in reading ability (Rosenholtz & 
Rosenholtz, 1981). In heterogeneous classrooms with a single curriculum, 
students were quite accurate in ranking themselves in the class; thus lower 
achieving children may perceive themselves as lower achieving in a classroom 
utilizing whole grade instruction than in one that provides multiple levels of 
instruction. Madden and Slavin's 1983 review of the academic and social 
influence of mainstreaming emphasizes the finding that mainstreaming can be 
very detrimental to children's self perceptions if the curriculum is not modified. 
Achievement Motivation 
Motivation is the presence of goal-oriented behavior (Dweck, 1985). 
Motivation depends on (a) student beliefs that rewards are based on good 
performance/fair criteria; and (b) confidence that they can do the task. Students 
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with low academic self-perceptions try to avoid difficult tasks. When required to 
attempt them, they manipulate their behavior while "working" to project a "non-
dumb" image, and then quit when they can. If they DO succeed, they make 
attributions of an easy task or luck (see Figure 9). 
Contrary to many previously reported findings on mainstreaming, Bilken 
and Zollers (1986) argue that if techniques from the effective schools literature 
and research were implemented, more students could succeed in regular 
education classrooms. Their findings support the Adaptive Learning 
Environment Model (ALEM) (Wang, 1987). Effective school research includes 
time on task, direct instruction, clear directions and feedback to students, 
materials that are attainable and challenging to each student, student 
responsibility for task selection, and progress monitoring. These teachers % 
believe in their students' ability to learn and their ability to teach. Effective 
teachers allocate time well, and efficiently manage their classrooms by providing 
structure and routine, explaining rules carefully at the beginning of the year and 
monitoring student compliance with behavioral procedures. Students are 
encouraged to assume responsibility for their learning, to work independently, 
and to master objectives (Brophy, 1983a). Schools need to fit the child, not vice 
versa. Students can work independently and achieve success best in a 
curriculum that is modified to their level; that is, the material is challenging but 
within the range the student is functioning. 
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Figure 9. The interpretation of failure and success to attributions of ability and 
external causes based on perceptions of self-efficacy and motivation 
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These adaptations are appropriate and necessary for slower learners, 
mainstreamed mildly handicapped children, and gifted children if all students are 
to become and to feel like self-efficacious learners. Extreme modifications lower 
student self-efficacy. Effective schools research has found (Heller, Holtzman, & 
Messick, 1982) that same instructional techniques work for students in 
compensatory or remedial programs and for mildly handicapped students. 
Self-perception is important because of the relationship to motivation 
(Ames, 1984). Graham and Barker (1990) noted that "These potentially 
debilitating consequences of low ability are well-documented in the attribution 
literature" (p. 7). Children with higher self-perceptions may try harder and 
accomplish more (Bandura, 1989). Children who perceive they have some 
chance of success in an academic situation will be more motivated, will remain 
engaged longer, and obtain a higher level of achievement (Skinner, Wellborn, & 
Connell, 1990). In other words, children who feel good about themselves do 
better, and children who do better feel better about themselves! Assuming this 
assumption is trite but true, what are the implications for the recent REI and 
increased integration and mainstreaming of mildly handicapped students? 
REI Rebound 
The questions of whom wants the changes called for in the Regular 
Education Initiative (Coates, 1989; Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991) 
and who will benefit (Kauffman, Gerber, & Semmel, 1988) have been debated. 
Many educators sincerely believe that "Good teachers can teach all their 
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students effectively some of the time, and they can teach some of their students 
effectively all of the time, but they cannot teach all their students effectively all of 
the time" (Kauffman et al., 1988, p. 10). Politics and administrative 
considerations are not far removed from this debate. The battles over 
appropriate identification of learning disabled (Shepard, 1987) and educable 
mentally retarded (EMR) students (Prasse & Reschly, 1986) and the financial 
burdens of an entitlement system for a burgeoning population of learning 
disabled and other mildly handicapped students, threaten services for all 
handicapped students (Algozzine, Chrlstenson, & Ysseldyke, 1983; Ysseldyl<e, 
Algozzine, Shinn, & McGue, 1982). Currently the need to identify and serve 
attention deficit hyperactivity disordered (ADHD) children under the special 
education umbrella has become an advocacy issue. Special education may be 
forced into a system of service delivery that is not necessarily determined by, 
nor in the best interests of, mildly handicapped students; much of the research 
reviewed would predict potential decreases in both academic achievement and 
self-perception when mildly handicapped students are served in regular 
education classrooms. 
Before a revised system of service delivery is adopted nationwide more 
research is needed on which delivery system models best promote both 
academic and social-emotional development (Reynolds, 1989; Wang, Reynolds, & 
Walberg, 1987), For example, Rosenholtz and Rosenholtz (1981) found a decade 
ago that poorer achieving students do not engage in social comparisons and 
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thus can maintain good self-perceptions of their ability when the curriculum is 
individualized. The literature review by Madden and Slavin (1983) confirmed that 
when mainstreaming included curriculum modification good academic outcomes 
were obtained. Thus, prior research suggests ways in which mainstreaming can 
be accomplished without detriments to self-perception; that is, appropriate 
resource support, individualized student goals, and regular feedback via 
behavioral monitoring. Resource support can alleviate negative attributions 
regarding assistance; individualized goals and regular objective feedback 
minimizes social comparison. Research is needed on how mainstreamed mildly 
handicapped students perceive themselves when these instructional supports are 
provided. 
Summary 
The educational implications for social psychological constructs has been 
researched more thoroughly with nonhandicapped than with handicapped 
children. The attribution literature is applicable to both. Children are most likely 
to raise their opinions of their ability and to try harder if teacher praise is sincere, 
for actual achievement, or for obvious (to the student) improvement. Objective 
goals and monitoring, such as curriculum based measu, ement of progress, allow 
students to see small changes and improvements. Both the goal setting and the 
praise attached to ability and improvement enhance children's self-efficacy and 
self-perceptions. 
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Tracking or grouping is an equivocal issue in terms of student self-
perception. In order to use social comparison to maintain or improve your self-
perception, you must do better than someone else, or perhaps lots of others. 
That is easier for bright children in a heterogenous class; children with lower 
ability fare poorly in regular education classes when the curriculum is not 
modified. They do poorly and they know it! A modified curriculum and resource 
assistance provided on an inconspicuous or normalized basis alleviates the 
detrimental effects of mainstreaming. The lowest self-perceptions were found for 
unidentified low achievers who were receiving no modification or services. 
Homogeneous grouping Is not necessarily the answer. Special education 
students may be relieved to be out of the competition and unwelcome 
comparisons of the regular class; they may have a chance to compare 
themselves favorably and to meet success in the schoolwork. However, they 
may suffer from knowing they are labeled and grouped with other poor 
performing children. The opposite cycle occurs for gifted children when they are 
placed in pullout programs. They meet with other bright (or brighter) children 
and may quickly develop a diminished self-perceptions. On the other hand, they 
have the consolation of knowing they were selected and are part of a very elite 
group. Just as there are no quick and easy recipes on how to teach ALL 
children, there are no simple solutions to maintaining and boosting children's 
self-perceptions and motivation. 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES 
Many simple relationships and interactions between and among the social 
psychological constructs of self-perception, attribution, and achievement 
motivation have been reviewed. These are relevant to determining optimal 
academic environments for students, especially those with mild learning 
handicaps. The focus of this research study was the effect of academic setting 
(type of classroom and curriculum) on the self-perceptions of mildly handicapped 
students (see Figure 10). Self-perception measures were administered directly to 
students. The self-perception instrument chosen measures several domains of 
self-perception which will allow analyses of possible social versus academic self-
perceptions in academic settings. Social comparison was predicted to play a 
significant role in student self-perception; therefore a measure of that was 
included. 
According to the literature cited, attributions, especially locus of control, 
also influence academic self-perceptions. To allow students to complete the 
packet of measures in one setting, short questionnaires on control and 
preferences regarding help were used in this study. 
Academic Setting Effects 
Skinner et al.'s 1990 article asks "Do I have what it takes?" One goal of 
education is to make children feel they can be successful and therefore, maintain 
their willingness to try. The primary question investigated was how children's 
self-perceptions can be influenced by the type of classroom setting in which 
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Figure 10 Direct and indirect models of proposed relationships between setting 
and academic self-perception. 
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educational services are provided and by the instructional model of delivery of 
services. 
Receiving assistance is perhaps more acceptable in settings where 
assistance is the norm (e.g., in a resource room). Individualized instruction both 
negates the need for comparison and allows help-seeking without 
embarrassment. Leaving a class to go to a resource room was found to be 
preferred by students needing extra assistance (Jenkins & Heinen, 1989), 
However, in some REI model programs a regular classroom teacher and special 
education teacher are team teaching, and both teachers are available to work 
with all students. The special education children in the Jenkins and Heinen 
(1989) study clearly indicated they would like to be able to receive assistance 
from their regular teacher (1) if they could do so without attracting undue 
attention and (2) if they felt he/she had time to provide individual help. The 
present study compared the academic self-perception of students who have 
identified learning disabilities or general overall delays in cognition or behavior 
with nonhandicapped students in the same settings. The analyses compared 
how students perceive themselves in an area of identified weakness, such as a 
specific learning disability in math, when studying math in a pullout program 
versus receiving mathematics instruction in the regular classroom. The 
relationship of curriculum modification to self-perception also was analyzed. It 
was predicted that in a heterogeneous class the lower ability student without a 
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modified curriculum would have a lower self-perception than students who were 
working in a modified curriculum. 
Academic self-perceptions of students were predicted to vary by 
educational group. Nonacademic self-perceptions were not expected to differ by 
educational group in all areas. 
1: Do self-perceptions of mildly handicapped students differ from those of 
nonhandicapped students? 
1a. Mildly handicapped students will have lower academic self-
perceptions than nonhandicapped students. 
1b. Children with specific learning disabilities will obtain the lowest self-
perception scores in the area of their identified disability (e.g, Reading 
Competence). 
1c. Mildly handicapped students will have lower self-perceptions of their 
behavior and social competence than nonhandicapped students. 
Id. Mildly handicapped students will not have lower self-perception 
scores In global self worth, athletic competence, or physical appearance. 
2. Do academic self-perception scores of miidly handicapped students vary by 
instructional environment? 
2a. Mildly handicapped students will have higher academic self-
perceptions in special education puilout resource rooms than in the 
general classroom. 
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2b. Mildly handicapped students will have higher academic self-
perceptions in those content areas where their curriculum is modified 
(e.g., math or reading). 
Developmental Considerations 
The research compared changes in academic self-perceptions in upper-
elementary and junior high elementary grade levels. It was predicted that 
academic self-perceptions would decrease due to reaching the developmental 
stage of being able to make social comparisons and attributions and to tho 
changing academic environment (Dusek & Flaherty, 1981; Eccles & Midgley, 
1989). As children proceed through the grades the academic work becomes 
more difficult and the evaluations (e.g., report cards) more obvious (Eccles & 
Midley, 1989). Prior research on the development of self-perception has shown 
that in general self-perception increases as children move through the 
elementary grades and is jeopardized or temporarily set back for most children 
as they enter junior high. Children with mild handicaps have frequently settled 
on a lower self-perception for academic areas early in their school careers, and 
this does not seem to decrease (Harter, 1983). However, children with 
handicaps continue to present profiles of self-perception in academic areas that 
are lower than nonhandicapped children (Renick & Harter, 1989). Handicapped 
students also rate their self-perception in social acceptance and behavioral 
conduct as significantly lower than do normally achieving children (Renick & 
Harter, 1988). 
3. Does academic self-perceptions vary by grade level of students? 
3a. Academic self-perceptions Is predicted to decrease for students who 
are receiving special education and remedial services as they move from 
elementary school to a junior high setting. 
3b. Academic self-perception Is not predicted to change across the upper 
elementary grades. 
4. Do males differ from females in self-perceptions? 
4a. Males will have higher self-perception scores In all domains except 
Behavior Competence. 
4b. h/lale students in regular education and special education will have 
higher self-perception scores than females in regular education. 
Effects of Achievement 
A principal component of self-perception and self-efficacy was proposed 
to be actual achievements and feedback of those accomplishments. 
5. Is ability as measured by standardized group achievement tests related to 
perceptions of ability? 
5. Academic achievement will be positively correlated with academic self-
perception. 
Effects of Social Comparison 
Research has found that children with more severe learning problems may 
chose other handicapped children as their comparison group and fare better in 
academic self-perceptions than mildly handicapped children who want to 
compete in the regular classroom (Renick & Harter, 1989). In this study I 
proposed to confirm the effects of setting on social comparison choices. 
Students were asked to whom they compare themselves in various academic 
and social areas. Comparisons were made between regular education and 
special education students, and special education students on the basis of 
service delivery model. 
6. Whom do regular education and special education students choose for social 
comparison? 
6a. Regular education students will choose other regular education 
students. 
6b. Mentally handicapped special education students will choose other 
special education students. 
6c. Learning disabled and behavlorally disordered special education 
students will choose regular education students for comparison. 
6d. Special education students who are instructed in general education 
classrooms will be more likely to choose regular education students for 
social comparison than special education students in resource pullout 
programs. 
Perceptions of Control 
7. Are students' perceptions of control over academic situations related to their 
academic self-perceptions or handicapping conditions? 
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7a. Students with lower ratings of themselves as the source of control 
over academic performance will have lower academic self-perceptions. 
7b. Students who receive special education services will have lower 
ratings of themselves as the source of control over obtaining grades and 
higher perceptions of the control of others. 
Attributions Regarding Academic Assistance 
More researcfi is needed on children's preferences for academic 
assistance. Children were asked from whom they prefer to receive help and to 
mark possible reasons for their choice. A second item attempted to ascertain if 
children actually object to or prefer going to a resource room for assistance 
versus having the resource teacher come to their classroom. These questions 
were based on research conducted by Jenkins and Heinen (1989). A third set of 
items assessed student perceptions of competence of and encouragement from 
providers of academic assistance (i.e., parents and teachers) when helping the 
children with schoolwork. 
8. Under what conditions is academic assistance most acceptable to students? 
8a. Children will prefer to receive help from their regular classroom 
teacher. 
8b. Children will choose to go to a specialist rather than receive services 
in the general classroom. 
8c. Embarrassment will be the most frequently chosen reason for 
choosing to go to the specialist. 
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METHODOLOGY 
Sample 
Participants were 462 elementary and junior high students from elementary 
and junior high schools in three midwestern cities (see Table 1). Ninety-six 
percent of the students were white, 1.5% African-Americans, 0.7% Hispanic, and 
1.5 percent of other racial/ethnic origins. School A (N = 184) is an urban district; 
the percent of students on free/reduced lunch in the elementary buildings 
sampled ranged from 39% to 60%. The junior high school in District A reported 
36% of students on free/reduced lunch. The district spending per pupil is $3272. 
Class performance on standardized group tests varied from the 44th to 51st 
percentile nationally. School B (N=135) is a wealthy district with 18% of 
students district-wide on free/reduced lunch. District funds are 80% locally 
generated; the district per pupil spending is $6000. National percentiles for class 
performance on standardized group tests are in the 75th to 80th percentile 
range. The third district (N=143) sampled is a "bedroom" commuter community 
with 12% of the students on free/reduced lunches, per pupil spending of $3203, 
and average class performance on standardized tests from the 59th to 66th 
percentile nationally. Districts A and C are in the same midwestern state; District 
B is an adjacent state. 
Special education criteria for identifying students with learning and 
behavior disabilities are virtually identical in both states. Students with learning 
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Table 1. Sample by district, educational program, and gender 
Male Female District 
Total 
District A 
Regular Education 37 45 82 
Special Education 72 30 103 
District Total 109 75 184 
District B 
Regular Education 39 43 82 
Special Education 38 15 53 
District Total 77 58 135 
District C 
Regular Education 68 55 123 
Special Education 14 6 20 
District Total 82 61 143 
Sample 268 194 462 
disabilities have cognitive abilities in the average range and display significant 
performance discrepancies in one or more academic areas. Students with 
behavior disorders are identified by processes that include setting observations, 
behavior rating scales, and student and teacher interviews. Students must 
demonstrate behaviors which are significantly discrepant from those of peers 
and which interfere with their academic program. Identification of students with 
mild mental disabilities differs by state; in District A and C the cutoff has been 
IQ=85; District B used the more traditional cutoff score of IQ=70. 
The sample included 176 special education students (124 male and 51 
female) and 287 regular education students (144 males and 143 females) from 
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the same grades and school buildings (see Table 1). The majority of the special 
education students had a learning disability (N = 112; 64.5%). Eighteen (10%) 
were labeled as mentally handicapped and 35 (20%) were being served as 
students with a behavior disability. Over half (56.5%) of the special education 
students were being served through resource teaching programs; another 34% 
percent were in special classes with integration, and the remaining 9.5% were in 
self-contained special classes. Of the students in this sample, 20% were served 
in the area of reading alone, 10.5% in math alone, and 8% in written language. 
Another 9% received services in both reading and math, 20% in reading and 
written language, 10.5% in math and written language, and 21% in all three 
areas. 
The school buildings from which the samples came incorporate various 
levels of special education services and types of innovative mainstreaming 
practices; for example, team teaching and resource assistance to both special 
and regular educaiton students. Pullout resource services were utilized, but as 
minimally as deemed appropriate. 
The size of the grade level groups at the elementary level ranged from 84 
to 100; there were 35 seventh graders and 56 eighth graders in the sample. 
Females comprised forty percent of the total sample; 30% of the special 
education students and 49% of the regular education students. 
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Student Measures 
Self-Perception Profile for Learning Disabled Students 
To accurately assess how a student perceives liis/her academic abilities it 
is necessary to administer a measure which includes items pertaining to specific 
academic areas. Measures which break down global self-worth into social, 
physical, academic, etc. domains have been found to more accurately depict 
young students (Cauce, 1987; Harter, 1982; Marsh, 1984b, 1990). Academic self-
perceptions, the primary dependent variable of this study, were assessed via the 
Self-Perception Profile for Learning Disabled Students (Renick & Harter, 1988) 
(Appendix B). This measure consists of 6 scales from barter's (1982) Perceived 
Competence Scale for Children: General Intelligence, Global Self-Worth, Social 
Acceptance, Athletic Competence, Behavior Conduct, and Physical Appearance. 
Four additional scales were constructed to look at perceived self competence in 
specific academic areas under the assumption that learning disabled students 
should perceive themselves as performing more poorly in their area of disability: 
Reading Competence, Writing Competence, Spelling Competence, Math 
Competence (Renick & Harter, 1988). 
A replication of the Renick and Harter factor analyses was conducted on 
the current sample data using the varimax orthogenal procedure. Slightly 
difference factor structures were found than In Renick and Harter's 1987 
standardization sample or in prior studies using the more general Self-Perception 
Profile for Children (Harter, 1985). All the different academic items did load on 
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separate factors as expected; that is, reading, writing, spelling, and math. 
Physical appearance and general self-worth items were loaded on a single factor 
for both the regular and special education sample. The analyses for the regular 
education sample did not determine a separate factor for general intellectual 
ability; these items loaded on the specific academic factors (see Table 2). 
For special education students spelling and reading items were combined 
into one factor. For special education students the items of "being good at 
sports" and "good looking" were associated with the Social Acceptance items. 
For the regular education students the item "pleased with themselves" loaded on 
Social Acceptance, as well as on Physical Appearance. 
Standardization sample reliabilities on the domains ranged from .78 to .89 
on a sample of 200 students. On the present sample the Cronbach's Alpha 
reliabilities were also satisfactory for all the SPPLDS factors, ranging from .79 to 
.91. 
Renicl< and Harter found the Self-Perception Profile for Learning Disabled 
Students appropriate to use for comparisons with normally-achieving students. 
The current samples indicated many more similarities than differences, 
supporting this use. To avoid confusion, the measure will be referred to simply 
as the Self-Perception Profile (SPP). 
The SPP is titled "What I am Like". Children were asked whether they 
were similar to others who are good at an activity or not; this directs them to one 
side of the answer sheet. They then were instructed to decide whether the 
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Table 2. Factor pattern (varimax rotation) for the Self-Perception Profile for 
Learning Disabled Students 
Item Description RC WC SPC MC 
Sample of Normally Achieving Students 
3. Can read most stories .96 
13. Are really good readers .90 
23. Understand what they read .79 
33. Read pretty fast .77 
5. Can easily write stories .91 
15. Can easily write sentences .87 
25. Can write good stories .81 
35. Can write good sentences .83 
9. Know how to spell most words .79 
19. Can spell pretty easily .88 
29. Can spell lots of words .90 
29. Do well In spelling .84 
7. Can do math easily .97 
17. Are good at math .93 
27. Do well at math problems .90 
37. Can understand math easily .87 
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Table 2. (Continued) 
Item Description SA AC BC PA/GSW 
Sample of Normally Achieving Students 
2. Easy to make friends .76 
12. Have as many friends as want .51 
22. Always doing things with kids .76 
32. Are popular with others .66 
42. Have a lot of friends .86 
4. Good at new games 
14. Good enough at sports 
24. Do well at all kinds of sports 
34. Could do well at new athletic activity 
43. Better than others their age at sports 
6. Act the way are supposed to 
16. Don't get into trouble 
26. Behave themselves 
36. Follow rules 
44. Like the way they behave 
8. Like face/hair 
10. Pretty pleased with self 
18. Like physical appearance 
20. Happy with self as a person 
28. Think are good looking 
30. Like the kind of person they are 
38. Are happy with way they look 
40. Very happy being the way they are 
45. Like their body 
.60 
.78 
.89 
.84 
.81 
.80 
.78 
.83 
.82 
.72 
.85 
.61 
.86 
.62 
.64 
.76 
.87 
.87 
.77 
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Table 2. (Continued) 
Item Description RC/SPC WC MC GiA 
Sample of Students with Mild Handicaps 
3. Can read most stories .69 
9. Know how to spell most words .81 
11. Just as smart as others .44 
13. Are really good readers .76 
19. Can spell pretty easily .82 
23. Understand what they read .76 
29. Can spell lots of words .76 
33. Read pretty fast .66 
39. Do well in spelling .69 
5. Can easily write stories .72 
15. Can easily write sentences .59 
25. Can write good stories .67 
35. Can write good sentences .79 
7. Can do math easily .79 
17. Are good at math .88 
27. Do well at math problems .85 
37. Can understand math easily .88 
I. Are pretty smart in school .86 
II. Just as smart as others .43 
21. Are good learners .28 
31. Are pretty bright at schoolwork .75 
41. Are very good at schoolwork .28 
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Table 2. (Continued) 
Item Description SA AC BC PA/GSW 
Sample of Students with Mild Handicaps 
2. Easy to make friends .47 
4. Good at new games .33 
12. Have as many friends as want .30 
22. Always doing things with kids .73 
24. Do well at all kinds of sports .53 
28. Think are good looking .45 
32. Are popular with others .74 
34. Do well at new athletic activity .57 
42. Have a lot of friends .83 
43. Better at sports/others their age .59 
4. Good at new games .56 
14. Good enough at sports .85 
24. Do well at all kinds of sports .61 
34. Could do well at new athletic activity .38 
43. Better than others their age at sports .54 
6. Act the way are supposed to .53 
16. Don't get Into trouble .75 
26. Behave themselves .86 
36. Follow rules .93 
.77 
.80 
.65 
.53 
.66 
.75 
.73 
.83 
8. Like face/hair 
18. Like physical appearance 
20. Happy with self as a person 
28. Think are good looking 
30. Like the kind of person they are 
38. Are happy with way they look 
40. Very happy being the way they are 
45. Like their body 
Note: GIA=General Intellectual Ability; RC=Reading Competence; WC=Wrlting Competence; 
SPC=Spelling Competence; MC=Math Competence; SA=Social Acceptance: BC=Behavior 
Conduct; PA=Physical Attractiveness; GSW=General Self Worth 
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statement is "really true for me" or "sort of true for me." Possible ratings ranged 
from 4 for the most positive to 1 for the most negative self-perception. 
Who I Am Like 
Secondly, students were asked to whom they compare themselves in 
various academic areas: other students in their resource room or other students 
in their regular classes. This social comparison section utilized the "WHO I AM 
LIKE" scale on the SPPLDS (Renick & Harter, 1988) (Appendix C). Harter and 
Renick (1989) found that most learning disabled students in public school 
tended to compare themselves to normally achieving peers in academic as well 
as other areas. 
Locus of Control 
Locus of control was measured using the cognitive domain from 
Children's Perception of Control (Connell, 1985) (Appendix D). Twelve questions 
were administered to 3rd through 6th graders for standardization (N = 1300) and 
coefficient alphas of .62 to .68 obtained. The format is a 1 to 4 scale: "very 
true,", "sort of true," "not very true,", or "not at all true." The scale was found to 
correlate moderately with achievement, but not with IQ. For boys there was a 
negative correlation between unknown or powerful others and achievements, 
and a positive correlation between internal control and achievement. 
Correlations for girls were significant only for unknown control (negative 
correlation with achievement). In the current sample identical factors were 
obtained as well as similar reliabilities, .69 to .70. 
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Attributions and Preferences for Assistance 
Research questions used in prior research (Aberbach & Lynch, 1991; 
Jenkins & Heinen, 1989) formed the basis for the assessment of students 
preferences and attributions concerning setting and assistance (Appendix E). 
One question inquired who students would like to help them: their regular 
classroom teacher, a special reading teacher, or another student in their class. 
Another item asked whether students would prefer to get extra help in their 
classroom or go to a special (resource or Chapter 1) room for help. Students 
were also asked to choose reasons to support their preferences. In the last 
section of the questionnaire students were asked to rated people who might help 
them with schoolwork or homework, such as teachers or parents, on how 
effective and encouraging they were when assisting the children. 
Teacher Measures 
Classroom teachers were asked to assist in completing demographic 
information on the children (see Appendix A). The information requested 
included how the children were instructed in each major academic area and if 
special education services, curricula modification, or tutoring were provided. 
Standardized achievement test scores were also collected if available. 
Procedure 
The administrators of the targeted school districts were contacted and 
permission was received to gather the data. Teachers were asked to assist in 
completing the Student Demographic forms and to help monitor their classrooms 
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during tlie data collection. Permission slips approved by the Iowa State 
University Human Subjects Committee were sent to parents of students; students 
who returned signed permission slips participated in the project. Responses 
were excellent in all elementary samples; around 90%. More difficulty was 
experienced in obtaining permission slips for the junior high students, especially 
in District A where only a 10% return was achieved despite two mailings. The 
participation rate in District B junior high was 95% and for District C, 50%. 
The measures were piloted in the fall with a fourth grade regular education 
class; they encountered no difficulties in reading or filling out the forms. The 
pilot group completed the measures in about 45 minutes. 
Data were collected in January through March by group administrations of 
the self-perceptions, social comparisons, attribution, and control measures. The 
groups consisted of class groupings, both regular and special education. 
Students were seated at individual desks, carrels, or spaced apart at larger 
tables to promote privacy. The students in all groups were quiet, attentive, and 
followed directions well. 
Items were always read aloud to allow all students to proceed at the same 
rate; the administration time ranged from 45 minutes for the younger students to 
35 for those in junior high. School psychologists administered the measures; 
classroom teachers were present to assist students as necessary. Teachers 
completed the student environment measures during the same few weeks. 
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RESULTS 
Initial analyses examined district differences to determine whether the 
subjects from the different districts could be considered as coming from the 
same population. Group (regular vs. special education students) analyses are 
then presented with comparisons guided by the results of the district analyses. 
Grade by gender analyses are then presented. In the last section correlations 
within and across the measures are presented. 
District Comparisons 
District comparisons for all students and then separately for regular and 
special education students were conducted for all of the dependent measures. 
Results are presented for the Self Perception Profile, the Locus of Control 
measure, the Attributions regarding Assistance measure. Social Comparison, and 
the Preferences for Academic Assistance measure. 
Self-Perception Profile 
One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were run by district for the total 
sample on all the domain scores of the Self-perception Profile. The ANOVA 
analyses indicated significant differences by district for seven of the ten SPP 
domain scores. Post hoc analyses using Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference 
procedure indicated that the District A means exceeded the means for Districts 
B and C. Districts B and C did not differ on any SPP domain scores (see Table 
3). 
Table 3. ANOVAs on district comparisons 
Sample Regular Education Special Education 
Source MS F (2,436) MS F(2,267) MS F{2. 168) 
Self-Perception Profile 
Gen Intell Ability 0.89 1.86 4.54 12.09*** 2.77 5.87** 
Reading Competence 3.59 4.89'* 3.52 5.83** 0.59 0.74 
Writing Competence 3.52 EL22'* 3.93 6.13** 0.16 0.25 
Spelling Competence 8.35 10.67*' 4.82 7.65*** 0.07 0.08 
Math Competence 5.39 (198** 4.52 (184** 0.38 0.46 
Social Acceptance 4.63 7.92*** 4.36 7.90*** 0.99 1.62 
Athletic Competence 2.27 3.51* 1.87 3.15* 0.78 1.10 
Behavior Conduct 8.31 14.83*** 9.05 18.19*** 0.39 0.64 
Phys Attractiveness 1.29 1.78 5.56 8.08*** 2.12 2.99 
Global Self Worth 1.20 2.20 3.09 6.66** 1.38 2.38 
Locus of Control 
Powerful Other 3.30 5.95** 1.72 4.01* 0.21 0.33 
Unknown Control 5.60 8.80*** 2.26 4.68* 1.04 0.36 
Internal Control 0.57 1.61 0.01 0.03 0.80 1.80 
Attributions for Assistance 
Regular Ed Teacher 9.68 6.04** 6.37 4.74** 0.52 0.30 
Special Ed Teacher 0.75 0.37 5.61 0.05 3.44 1.74 
Parents 8.94 4.05* 7.16 4.04* 8.24 3.23* 
•p<.05; ••p<.01; ***p<.001 
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Further analyses by district for regular and special education students 
treated as separate groups determined that the district differences were 
significant on all domains for the regular education students, but only for 
General intellectual Ability for special education students (see Table 3). Post 
hoc analyses found no SPP differences between Districts B and C students for 
either regular or special education students. SPP means for regular education 
students in District A were significantly lower than Districts B and C for seven of 
10 SPP domains. The only significant difference for special education students 
was in the SPP domain of General Intellectual Ability where the District A mean 
was higher than the District B and C means. 
These results indicate that the samples of regular education students in 
Districts A, B, and C cannot be considered to be from the same population on 
the SPP Domains. Special education students were virtually the same on the 
SPP domains regardless of district. Therefore, subsequent between group 
analyses for regular education students will be done separately by district. The 
special education students from the three districts will be combined into one 
group in the SPP analyses. 
Socioeconomic status differences are the most likely explanation for the 
SPP domain differences among districts. Most students in District A are from a 
lower SES, while Districts B and C students are middle to upper middle SES. 
Overall SPP means for both regular and special education students were lower 
than those reported by Renick and Harter (1989); however, the SPP means of the 
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students in Districts B and C were more similar to the earlier study. Students in 
Districts B and C came from middle to upper middle class homes, as did those 
in the Renick and Harter standardization sample, lending credibility to the SES 
explanation of district SPP differences. 
Locus of Control 
Three scores were computed for Locus of Control: a) Powerful Other, b) 
Unknown Control, and c) Internal Control. In the context of the cognitive 
domain, Powerful Other indicates belief that others are primarily responsible for 
grades. Unknown Control signifies that the respondent is not sure who is 
responsible or how he/she gets certain grades, and Internal Control means that 
the individual realizes that he or she is primarily responsible for the grades 
received. 
For all students differences were found for Powerful Other (District A and 
B had higher scores than District C), and for Unknown Control (District A had 
higher scores than Districts B and C). Separate ANOVAs for regular and special 
education students by district suggested that the district differences originated 
with regular education students. Regular education students in District B were 
different on Powerful Other (District B scores higher than District C) and 
Unknown Control (District A higher than District B) (see Table 3). Special 
education students in Districts A, B, and C did not differ on the Locus of Control 
measures. 
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Due to the district differences, subsequent analyses of the Locus of 
Control measures were conducted by school district with regular education 
students and with special education students from all districts combined into one 
group. 
Attributions of Assistance 
Attributions of assistance from others were also analyzed by district and 
group (see Table 3). Higher ratings were given to regular education teachers by 
regular education students in Districts A and C, and to parents by both regular 
and special education students in Districts A and C. Therefore, subsequent 
analyses of attributions for assistance were run separately for regular and special 
education in each district. 
Social Compgrison 
Chi square comparisons by district are presented in Table 4 for the social 
comparisons choice items. Differences between districts for the total sample 
were significant for 5 of the 9 social comparison items; however, when 
subsequent chi square analyses were run separately for regular and special 
education students, there was only one district difference for each group. 
District had a significant effect for only two of the 18 comparisons within regular 
and special education groups. The district differences were seen as an artifact 
of the unequal proportions of regular education students within districts. 
Therefore, all districts were combined into regular and special education groups 
for the subsequent social comparison analyses. 
Table 4. Chi Square district comparisons 
Item 
Total Sample 
District 
X2 
Regular Education 
District 
Special Education 
District 
X: A B C A B C A B C 
Social Comparison Measure* 
How smart 81 86 89 4.54 95 100 93 4.65 69 68 76 0.59 
For reading 80 82 89 0.27 97 100 84 18.87*** 65 59 62 0.54 
For writing 81 83 93 I&96'* 96 98 96 0.99 68 63 83 3.52 
For spelling 77 77 89 9.48'' 95 95 94 0.22 62 54 72 2.67 
For math 77 88 87 7.87* 92 97 97 2.97 65 76 48 6.54* 
Social Acceptance 79 89 94 14.66** 95 97 96 0.31 66 80 86 5.80 
In sports 85 90 94 6.93* 90 95 96 2.81 82 84 90 1.08 
For behavior 84 85 89 1.24 94 98 89 5.20 77 70 86 2.46 
For looks 84 89 89 2.70 92 97 92 1.70 77 80 79 0.18 
Preferences for Extra Academic Assistance" 
Stay 25 25 27 30 33 31 21 14 10 
Leave classroom 75 75 73 0.15 70 67 69 0.16 79 86 90 2.59 
Regular teacher 34 28 69 51 33 74 21 20 41 
Special teacher 34 33 16 17 18 14 48 57 24 
Peer 31 39 15 55.59*** 32 49 12 41.52*** 31 23 35 9.53* 
OK to ask 
for help 84 82 84 0.53 88 87 87 0.32 81 74 71 2.98 
Choosing Regular Ed Students; ''Percent 
•p<.05; •*p<.01; ''*p<.001 
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Preferences for Academic Assistance Setting and Provider 
The results of the district analyses on preferences for academic assistance 
and the corollary analyses by group and district are presented in Table 4. 
Districts did not vary for choice of setting for extra academic help; three-fourths 
of the students in each district would prefer to go to another room for academic 
assistance. Reasons for choices were then compiled for all districts combined. 
Preferences for the specific provider of academic assistance revealed 
district differences. The choices of provider for academic assistance were 
evenly distributed among regular education teacher and special education 
teacher for Districts A and B; students in District C, however, were more likely to 
choose their special education teacher. Preferences for assistance were then 
examined separately for regular and special education students in Districts A, B, 
and C. Significant differences by district were found for regular and special 
education students. Therefore, subsequent choice of provider for extra 
assistance analyses were run separately for each district. 
A high proportion of students In all districts reported feeling "ok" about 
asking for help with schoolwork. No differences were found. In subsequent 
analyses on this item regular and special education students were combined 
across districts. 
Analyses Plan 
Given the district results, the plan for subsequent analyses appears in 
Figure 11. The analyses were divided into the broad categories of group 
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Educational Group Analyses 
Measure Special Education Regular Education 
Self-Perception Profile Combined across districts By district 
Locus of Control Combined across districts By district 
Social Comparison Combined across districts Combined across districts 
Setting Preference Combined across districts Combined across districts 
Provider Choice By district By district 
Asking for Assistance Combined across districts Combined across districts 
Helper Ratings By district By district 
Variable 
Grade 
Gender 
Gender and Grade Educational Group Analyses 
Description of Groups 
Regular Education: Grade 3-8 
Special Education: Grades 3-8 
Regular Education: Male/Female 
Special Education: Male/Female 
Analyses with Special Education Students only 
Disability 
LD Area 
Level of Special Ed. 
Curriculum Modification 
Teaching Model 
Learning Disabled, Mentally Handicapped, Beliavlor Disordered, 
and Other 
Specific learning disability In reading, math, or written language 
Resource, Special Class, Self-Contained 
Curriculum Is on grade level or below 
General Class Only, Special Class Only, Team Teaching with 
General and Special Teachers, General Class Plus Special 
Education Puilout 
Figure 11. Analyses chart 
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analyses (regular vs special education) and within groups analyses (grade and 
gender effects within the regular and special education groups). The dependent 
measures for the between and within groups analyses were the ten SPP 
Domains, the Locus of Control Measure, the Social Comparison measure, and 
the preference for Academic Assistance measure. A third set of analyses 
involved only special education students. These analyses examined the 
influence of type of disability, level of special education services, curriculum 
modification, and teaching model. 
To control for spurious results with the large number of analyses planned, 
the Tukey Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test was used to compare 
differences. The Tukey HSD is a conservative measure recommended as the 
best procedure for controlling for familywise error when making all pairwise 
comparisons among many group means. 
Comparisons Involving the Educational Groups 
The major interest in the between group comparisons involved hypotheses 
about differences among the special education students in all districts, the 
regular education students in District A, the regular education students in District 
B, and the regular education students in District C. Comparison were conducted 
on all of the dependent measures. The results are presented in the order of Self-
Perception Profile, Locus of Control, Social Comparison, and preferences and 
attributions regarding receiving academic assistance. 
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Self-Perception Profile fSPPl Results 
The one-way (educational group) ANOVAs on the SPP Domains by group 
are presented on Table 5. Statistically significant results occurred on all SPP 
Domains. The pattern of the results varied by domain. Post hoc analyses 
indicated that perceptions of General Intellectual Ability, Writing Competence, 
Spelling Competence, Math Competence, Behavior Conduct, and Global Self 
Worth were not significantly different for special education students and regular 
education students in District A; the means on these measures were higher for 
regular education students in Districts B and C. On Reading Competence 
District B regular education students scored higher than District A or the special 
education students; District C regular education students scored higher than the 
special education students in Reading Competence but not different from the 
regular education students in Districts A or B. Social Acceptance post hoc 
comparisons identified only one difference (District B higher than District A). 
Physical Attractiveness differences also were restricted to regular education 
students with Districts B and C higher than District A. The overall group F-
statistic for Athletic Competence was significant, but none of the group 
differences were significant according to the post hoc tests. 
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Table 5. Means and ANOVAs on educational group comparisons for the 
Seif-Percerption Profile 
Source Sp Ed 
Reg Ed 
A B C JE Tukey 
Gen intellectual Ability M 2.80 2.82 3.29 3.13 13.00*** B=C>SPED=A 
sd 0.70 0.70 0.55 0.66 
Reading Competence M 2.71 3.00 3.449 3.22 18.20*** B>SPED=A 
sd 0.90 0.85 0.67 0.77 C>SPED 
Writing Competence M 2.62 2.60 3.102 2.92 7.45*** B=C>SPED=A 
sd 0.80 0.85 0.69 0.86 
Spelling Competence M 2.50 2.80 3.29 3.21 24.24*** B=C>SPED=A 
sd 0.90 0.84 0.66 0.80 
Math Competence M 2.71 2.89 3.239 3.24 13.25*** B=C>SPED=A 
sd 0.91 0.87 0.79 0.86 
Social Acceptance M 2.85 2.64 3.113 2.92 4.42*** B>A 
sd 0.78 0.76 0.68 0.78 
Athletic Competence M 2.79 2.77 3.03 2.98 2.96* 
sd 0.84 0.82 0.72 0.80 
Behavior Conduct M 2.82 2.64 3.301 3.13 13.61*** B=C>SPED=A 
sd 0.78 0.77 0.56 0.77 
Phys Attractiveness M 2.96 2.479 2.95 2.89 5.18** B=C>A 
sd 0.77 0.84 0.76 0.87 
Global Self Worth M 2.98 2.98 3.33 3.240 6.28*** B=C>SPED=A 
sd 0.76 0.79 0.54 0.74 
*p<.05: **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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Locus of Control Results 
ANOVAs on Locus of Control measures also were conducted for the four 
groups of RE-Dlstrlct A, RE-Distrlct B, RE-District C, and special education 
students. Powerful Other was regarded as more important In the determination 
of their grades by special education students than by any of the regular 
education groups (see Table 6). Special education students also regarded 
Unknown Control as more important than regular education students in Districts 
B and C. There were no group differences for Internal Control. 
Table 6. Means and ANOVAs on educational group comparisons for locus of 
control 
Reg Ed 
Source Sp Ed A B C _E Tukey 
Powerful Other M 2.05 2.03 1.72 1.56 14.67*** SPED=A>B=C 
sd 0.82 0.83 0.59 0.66 
Unknown Control M 2.38 2.47 1.81 1.93 13.22*** SPED>B=C 
sd 0.89 0.89 0.59 0.75 
Internal Control M 3.46 3.39 2.57 3.63 2.54 
sd 0.67 0.75 0.50 0.51 
*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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Social Comparison Results 
Social comparison clioices by instructional group (regular and special 
education) were compared with chi square analyses. Since no district 
differences existed on the social comparison measures, all regular education 
students were treated as one group. Chi square tests were used to determine 
whether social comparison choices differed significantly between special 
education and regular education students. 
Significant differences between regular education and special education 
student choices were identified on all nine items (see Table 7). The smallest 
differences in social comparison choice between the regular and special 
education students was in athletics; this was the area where the greatest percent 
of special education students indicated a regular education student as social 
comparison choice. Regular education students chose other regular education 
students for comparisons 94% of the time in both academic and nonacademic 
areas. Special education students chose regular education students for social 
comparisons 65% for academic areas and 75% for nonacademic areas. The area 
of greatest difference was spelling; only 60% of the special education students 
chose regular education students as comparisons in this area. Although these 
results indicated that special education students are less likely than their regular 
education counterparts to chose regular education students in social 
comparisons, all groups were more lil<ely to choose non-handicapped peers 
regardless of educational placement. 
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Table 7. Social comparison choices by educational group 
EDUCATIONAL GROUP 
Reg Ed Students* Special Education Students" 
Who I Am Like 
COMPARISON TO 
Reg Resource 
Ed Room 
COMPARISON TO 
Reg Resource 
Ed Room 
How smart you are 94% 06% 69% 30% 53.36*** 
How well you read 90% 10% 63% 37% 49.80*** 
How well you write 96% 04% 67% 33% 73.02*** 
How well you spell 95% 05% 60% 40% 82.67*** 
How well you do In math 94% 06% 67% 33% 54.67*** 
How accepted by other kids 96% 04% 71% 29% 58.27*** 
How well you do In athletics 93% 07% 83% 17% 11.51** 
How well you behave 92% 08% 72% 28% 33.48*** 
The way you look 93% 07% 76% 24% 26.60*** 
•N=277 ''N=173: 
*p<.05: **p<.oi: ***p<.ooi 
Results for Preferences and Attributions Regarding Receiving Academic 
Assistance 
Setting Children's preferences for the setting of special help were then 
analyzed with all regular education students combined in one group. The chi 
square results are presented in Table 8. Regular and special education students 
preferred the resource room as the setting to receive assistance, with the trend 
stronger for special (82%) than regular education (68%) students (x^=10.60; 
p<.001). Reasons were similar by group; special education students were 
slightly more likely to choose convenience as a reason for staying in the 
classroom and to back up their choice to go to the resource room with "like to 
leave the classroom" than regular education students. 
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Table 8. Preference for setting of extra academic assistance by educational 
group 
Reg Ed Sp Ed 
N=263 N = 169 
Go to resource room 68% 82% 
Stay In regular class 32% 18% 
Go because; Percent of those who chose to leave regular classroom 
Better help 51% 57% 
Embarrassing to have teacher come In 44% 36% 
Easier to special teacher 31% 35% 
Like to leave classroom 16% 29% 
Don't know 24% 25% 
Stay because: Percent of those who chose to stay In regular classroom 
Get help with work 44% 55% 
Embarrassing to leave 18% 23% 
No extra work 33% 39% 
Like to stay with class 43% 29% 
More convenient 23% 42% 
Don't know 25% 26% 
Getting Help With My Schoolwork: 
Makes me feel better 86% 78% 
Makes me feel dumb 07% 15% 
Never ask 06% 08% 
Asking for Help Since no differences were found by district in the initial 
comparisons, groups were comprised of all special education students and all 
regular education students were used in the analyses of the "Ask for Help" item. 
The students were quite in agreement that asking for help was "ok." Eighty-three 
percent indicated that help makes them feel better (see Table 8). Only seven 
percent said they never asked for help. 
Provider Since differences were found for both the regular and special 
education students by district, chi square tests were run for each district. There 
were three choices of provider for extra academic assistance: regular education 
teacher, special education teacher, and peer. Chi squares were computed on 
whom students would prefer to provide extra academic assistance; a regular 
education teacher, a special teacher, or a peer. The reasons or choices were 
summarized as frequencies for each reason by personnel choice. 
Differences were found on choice of provider in each district (see Table 
9). Regular education students were more likely to choose their regular 
education teacher in Districts A (X®=22.77, p<.001) and 0 ((X®=12.65, p<.01) ; 
in District B the most popular answer was a peer (X®=22.76, p<.001) Special 
education students in Districts A and B chose their special education teacher; 
students in District C who were currently receiving special education services 
opted for their regular teacher. Over all samples combined, the current teacher 
was the most popular choice; 57% of the regular education students chose 
regular classroom teacher and 49% of the special education students chose 
special teacher. There were few differences in reasons for choices, although 
regular education students were more likely to pick "more convenient" as a 
reason to stay. Two-thirds thought working with a peer would be preferable 
because it would be more fun! Half felt it would be less embarrassing. One-
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fourth of each group marked "don't know" for their reason on both choice of 
provider and setting. 
Attributions of Assistance The last section of the questionnaire asked 
students to rate their perceptions of receiving help with schoolwork or homework 
from their regular education teacher, special education teacher (if they received 
instruction from a special teacher), and from their parents. Since there were 
differences by district in the initial analyses, regular and special education 
students were compared separately by district (see Table 10). 
Table 9. Preferences for provider of academic assistance by district 
District A 
Reg Ed Sp Ed 
Regular teacher 
Special teacher 
Peer 
51% 
17% 
32% 
21% 
48% 
31% 
District B 
Reg Ed Sp Ed 
Regular teacher 
Special teacher 
Peer 
33% 
18% 
49% 
20% 
57% 
23% 
District C 
Reg Ed Sp Ed 
Regular teacher 
Special teacher 
Peer 
74% 41% 
14% 24% 
12% 34% 
Table 10. AN OVA on attributions for assistance by district 
District A District B District C 
Source DF MS F DF MS F DF MS F 
Regular Education Teachers 
Grade 5 4.89 3.17' 4 1.05 0.75 4 2.93 273* 
Group 1 3.95 2.56 1 0.01 0.01 1 2.99 2.79 
Grade by Group 4 3.18 2.06 4 2.27 1.62 2 0.32 0.30 
Gender 1 4.72 3.06 1 0.06 0.04 1 0.15 0.14 
Grade by Gender 4 1.19 0.77 4 3.19 2.27 2 1.58 1.47 
Group by Gender 1 0.15 0.09 1 1.38 0.99 1 0.07 0.06 
Grade by Group by Gender 4 0.65 0.42 1 10.38 7.40** 1 1.34 1.26 
Special Education Teachers 
Grade 5 2.00 1.12 4 3.11 1.39 4 3.17 3.90* 
Group 1 4.91 2.75 1 0.33 0.15 1 5.10 6.28** 
Grade by Group 1 0.06 0.03 1 2.63 1.18 2 11.08 13.65*** 
Gender 1 0.73 0.41 1 1.49 0.67 1 7.73 9.52*** 
Grade by Gender 3 0.28 0.16 4 1.70 0.77 2 1.67 2.07 
Group by Gender 1 0.10 0.05 1 1.52 0.68 1 3.18 3.91 
Grade by Group by Gender 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 1 3.68 4.54* 
Parents 
Grade 5 1.39 0.78 4 2.05 1.17 4 7.78 4.11 
Group 1 0.21 0.12 1 8.65 4.94 1 0.01 0.01 
Grade by Group 4 4.95 2.76 4 3.84 2.20 2 4.86 2.57 
Gender 1 1.19 0.66 1 0.04 0.03 1 1.74 0.92 
Grade by Gender 4 2.32 1.29 4 5.71 3.26 2 9.51 5.02 
Group by Gender 1 1.03 0.57 1 1.82 1.04 1 0.59 0.31 
Grade by Group by Gender 4 2.61 1.45 1 2.43 1.39 1 10.49 5.54 
•p<.05; ••p<.01; *";<.001 
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On perceptions of assistance from regular education teacher, differences 
by grade were found for regular education students in Districts A and C with 
younger students rating teachers higher than older students, according to post 
hoc analyses. Four tests were significant for students in District C regarding 
special education teachers: grade, group, gender, and grade by group. Younger 
students rated special teachers higher than older. Males (M=5.16) rated special 
teachers higher than females (M= 4.25, ES= 1.10). The group comparison is not 
valid, as few regular education students have contact with special teachers and, 
therefore, did not complete this item. 
Summary of Educational Group Comparisons A clear, overall pattern of 
regular and special education student differences did not emerge from these 
analyses. On seven of the ten domain scores special education students scored 
lower than the regular education students in two of the three districts. However, 
the scores of the special education students and the regular education students 
in District A did not differ on those seven domains. In no cases were the various 
dependent measures higher for special education students. The findings, though 
complex, suggest socioeconomic status and ability as mediating factors in the 
special versus regular education comparisons. 
Grade and Gender Comparisons Within Educational Groups 
The educational group analyses were followed by analyses comparing 
grade and gender within the educational group. Two (gender) by 6 (grade) 
ANOVAs were used to assess the effects of grade and gender within the 
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combined special education group and within the regular education students in 
each district for the SPP and locus of control measures. 
Self-Perception Profile by Grade and Gender 
Results of the ANOVAS for both the regular and special education 
students are presented in Table 11. Effect Sizes (ES) are included in the 
narrative that follows. 
General Intellectual Ability The SPP Domain of General Intellectual 
Ability is formed from items asking students to compare themselves to others on 
how "smart" they are and how well they do in school "overall." There was a 
significant main effect for grade in the special education group and for the 
regular education students in District C. Post hoc analyses showed that special 
education students in grade four scored higher than those in grade eight (Grade 
4 M=2.92; Grade 8 M=2.26; ES =1.00), and that regular education District C 
grade three students scored higher than grade seven (Grade 3 M=3.25; Grade 7 
M=2.10: ES=1.98). No other main effects or interactions were found. 
Reading Competence The same grade effect (Grade 3 > Grade 4) was 
found for regular education students in District C (Grade 3 M= 3.44; Grade 4 M= 
2.95; ES=0.68). No other differences were significant. 
Writing and Spelling Competence No interactions or main effects were 
found for the SPP Domains of Writing or Spelling competence. 
Table 11. ANOVA on Self-Perception Profile by grade and gender within educational groups 
Special Ed Reg Ed A Reg Ed B Reg Ed C 
N=174 N=184 N=157 N=143 
Source DF MS F DF MS F DF MS F DF MS F 
General Intellectual Ability 
Grade 5 1.770 3.84** 4 0.10 0.20 4 0.34 1.14 2 1.47 3.89* 
Gender 1 1.41 3.05 1 0.42 0.81 1 0.18 0.61 1 0.09 0.26 
Grade*Gender 5 0.51 1.10 4 0.25 0.48 2 0.02 0.09 1 0.58 1.55 
Reading Competence 
Grade 5 1.61 2.10 4 0.33 0.39 4 0.73 1.40 2.80 5.50* 
Gender 1 0.06 0.08 1 0.04 0.05 1 0.01 0.02 1 1.40 2.74 
Grade*Gender 5 0.31 0.41 4 0.22 0.26 2 0.37 0.71 1 0.76 1.50 
Writing Competence 
Grade 5 0.30 0.46 4 0.69 0.98 4 0.44 0.86 0.94 1.26 
Gender 1 0.54 0.83 1 1.92 2.73 1 1.19 2.35 1 0.00 0.00 
Grade* Gender 5 0.22 0.34 4 0.92 1.30 2 0.02 0.05 1 0.23 0.32 
Spelling Competence 
Grade 5 0.62 0.75 4 0.33 0.39 4 0.37 0.69 0.58 0.91 
Gender 1 0.05 0.06 1 0.05 0.05 1 0.60 1.14 1 1.01 1.57 
Grade*Gender 5 0.02 0.03 4 0.22 0.26 2 0.33 0.61 1 0.08 0.14 
Math Competence 
Grade 5 1.05 1.28 4 0.45 0.59 4 0.73 1.07 0.60 1.05 
Gender 1 2.64 3.21 1 0.26 0.34 1 0.08 0.12 1 3.92 6.91* 
Grade*Gender 5 0.31 0.38 4 1.03 1.35 2 0.06 0.10 1.07 10.6 0.11 
Table 11. (continued) 
Grade 5 0.76 1.30 4 
Gender 1 2.23 3.79 1 
Grade*Gender 5 1.08 1.83 4 
Grade 5 0.38 0.58 4 
Gender 1 14.63 22.34* •* 1 
Grade*Gender 5 0.90 1.37 4 
Grade 5 1.39 2.70* 4 
Gender 1 4.56 8.86** 1 
Grade*Gender 5 2.11 4.10** 4 
Grade 5 0.93 1.37 4 
Gender 1 5.96 8.74** 1 
Grade*Gender 5 0.86 1.26 4 
Grade 5 0.36 0.62 4 
Gender 1 3.11 5.33* 1 
Grade*Gender 5 0.69 1.19 4 
•p<.05; ••p<.01; ***p<.001 
Social Acceptance 
0.71 1.29 4 0.32 0.70 2 0.02 0.03 
1.86 3.38 1 0.13 0.28 1 0.05 0.08 
0.62 1.13 2 0.08 0.18 1 0.35 0.54 
Athletic Competence 
0.15 0.31 4 0.18 0.34 2 0.13 0.27 
7.74 14.97*** 1 0.17 0.31 1 8.27 15.95*** 
0.26 0.51 2 0.16 0.31 1 0.55 1.06 
Behavior Conduct 
0.19 0.32 4 0.57 1.74 2 1.20 2.62 
0.58 0.94 1 2.44 7.39** 1 7.41 16.19*** 
0.81 1.32 2 0.22 0.69 1 0.80 1.75 
Physical Attractiveness 
0.62 0.95 4 0.74 1.33 2 0.40 0.54 
5.32 8.10** 1 0.32 0.57 1 2.48 3.32 
0.18 0.28 2 0.09 0.17 1 0.13 0.17 
Global Self Worth 
0.55 0.95 4 0.37 1.22 2 0.24 0.48 
4.99 8.60** 1 0.08 0.26 1 1.62 3.19 
0.84 1.45 2 0.28 0.91 1 0.42 0.84 
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Math Competence The only significant difference was in District C 
where Math Competence was higher for regular education males than for regular 
education females (Male M=3.50, Female M=3.10, ES=0.52.) 
Social Acceptance No significant differences were found for Social 
Acceptance. 
Athletic Competence Gender differences in Athletic Competence were 
found for all groups except regular education students in District B. Special 
education males were higher than special education females (Male M=2.81, 
Female M=2.42; ES=0.62). In District A regular education males (M=3.24) 
scored higher than regular education females (M=2.38; ES=1.05). The same 
pattern occurred in District C where regular education males (M=3.28) exceeded 
regular education females (M=2.66; ES=0.79). Athletic Competence did not 
differ by grade. 
Behavior Conduct Gender differences on perceptions of behavior were 
all in the direction of females rating themselves higher than males. For students 
in special education the average for males (M=2.81) exceeded the average for 
females (M=2.42; ES=0.40). District B females were higher than males (M=3.40 
and M=3.09, respectively; ES=0.60). Similarly, in District C the female average 
of 3.46 was higher than the male average of 2,93 (ES=0.72). No differences 
were found for regular education students in District A. An interaction effect for 
grade by gender was also found for students in special education; female scores 
remained consistently high while male scores were lower for older students. 
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Physical Attractiveness No grade or grade by gender interaction effects 
were identified for Physical Attractiveness. Special education males (2.81 ) were 
higher than special education females (2.42)(ES=0.34) and District A males 
(M=2.82) were higher than District A females (M=2.22; ES=0.71). 
General Self Worth General Self Worth Is a separate domain on the 
Self-Perception Profile; however, this score is not a composite of the previous 
domain scores. Again the only differences were by gender: special education 
males (M=3.07) were higher than females (M=2.80; ES=0.37) and District A 
males (M=3.22) were higher than females (M=2.78; ES=0.56). 
Locus of Control Grade and Gender Comparisons 
Three 6(grade) by 2(gender) ANOVAs were conducted for the four groups 
on the Locus of Control Measures. The Locus of Control measures involved 
perceptions of who or what determined grades (Powerful Other, Unknown 
Control, or Internal Control). Significant results were found in only 4 of the 12 
tests (see Table 12). 
Powerful Other Differences by grade were significant on Powerful 
Other for regular education students in District A; post hoc analyses showed that 
older students saw Powerful Other as more relevant to grades than younger 
students (grade 4 M=1.27; grade 5 M=1.54; grade 6 M=1.61; grade 8 M =2.65; 
ES=0.91). No other differences on Powerful Other emerged. 
Unknown Control A gender difference was found for regular education 
students in District B where males scored higher than females (M=1.98; M=1.68; 
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ES=0.48). A grade by gender interaction was found in District C, witii female 
scores decreased slightly and male scores peaking in fourth grade. 
Internal Control No significant effects were found on Internal Control 
for grade or gender. 
Attributions toward Receiving Help 
Three 6 (grade) by 2 (gender) ANOVAs were run on the perceptions of 
help for each district (see Table 13). On perceptions of assistance from regular 
education teachers differences by grade were found for regular education 
students in District A; post hoc analyses found that younger students rated 
teachers higher than older students. No other statistically significant results on 
the Regular Education Teacher were found. 
Grade differences were found for students in Districts B and C with third 
and fourth graders rating special teachers higher than eighth graders. In District 
C males gave higher ratings than females to special teachers (Males M=5.74, 
Female M=4.25). 
Summary: Within Group Results Overall, few within group effects were 
identified for grade or gender. The within group effects of gender and. grade on 
the SPP Domains generally were nonsignificant. Perhaps the most salient finding 
involved gender difference on the SPP Domains of Athletic Competence (males 
higher than females) and Behavior Conduct (females higher than males). Other 
group and gender results were nonsignificant or inconsistent. The effects of 
grade were even less impressive and equally inconsistent. Findings within the 
Table 12. ANOVA on locus of control by grade and gender within educational groups 
Special Ed Reg Ed A Reg Ed B Reg Ed C 
N=174 N = 184 N = 157 N = 143 
Source DF MS F DF MS F DF MS F DF MS F 
Powerful Other 
Grade 5 0.91 1.38 4 1.18 3.50* 4 0.75 1.98 2 1.69 3.83' 
Gender 1 0.78 1.18 1 0.34 1.03 1 1.42 3.76 1 0.43 0.99 
Grade*Gender 5 0.20 0.31 4 0.10 0.28 2 0.19 0.51 1 0.20 0.04 
Unknown Control 
Grade 5 0.75 0.95 4 0.15 0.28 4 0.23 0.58 2 0.03 0.05 
Gender 1 1.81 2.31 1 0.22 0.40 1 1.60 4.02* 1 0.00 0.00 
Grade*Gender 5 0.70 0.89 4 0.27 0.48 2 0.58 0.15 1 2.23 4.21 
Internal Control 
Grade 5 0.51 1.12 4 0.25 0.61 4 0.54 2.59* 2 0.20 0.72 
Gender 1 1.22 2.70 1 0.03 0.07 1 0.35 1.67 1 0.09 0.31 
Grade* Gender 5 0.39 0.85 4 0052 0.12 2 0.12 0.58 1 1.05 3.83 
•p<.05; ••p<.01; ***p<.001 
Table 13. ANOVA on attributions toward academic assistance by grade 
and gender within educational groups 
Special Ed Reg Ed A Reg Ed B Reg Ed C 
N=174 N = 184 N = 157 N = 113 
Source DF MS F DF MS F DF MS F DF MS F 
Regular Teacher 
Grade 5 2.29 1.40 4 9.26 7.06*** 4 2.34 1.75 2 0.40 0.38 
Gender 1 3.11 1.90 1 1.45 1.11 1 1.03 0.77 1 0.02 0.02 
Grade*! Sender 5 1.46 0.89 4 0.47 0.36 2 2.39 1.78 1 0.94 0.89 
Special Teacher 
Grade 5 3.78 1.87 1 0.00 0.01 4 19.83 17.97*** 2 9.97 16.75*** 
Gender 1 5.16 2.56 1 0.13 0.24 1 0.03 0.03 1 6.30 10.59** 
Grade* Gender 5 1.14 0.57 0 2 3.38 3.06 1 0.05 0.09 
Parents 
Grade 5 4.47 1.92 4 4.34 3.24* 4 8.67 5.55*** 2 8.13 4.48* 
Gender 1 18.84 8.07 1 0.00 0.00 1 0.69 0.44 1 0.01 0.01 
Grade* Gender 5 9.20 3.94 4 0.06 0.05 2 1.20 0.77 1 3.26 1.79 
•p<.05; ••p<.01; ***p<.001 
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special education group on the SPP Domains and on other measures involving 
variables related to academic programming also were largely nonsignificant. 
The Locus of Control within group effects were even less impressive. Few 
statistically significant results were established in multiple comparisons involving 
grade and gender within the special and regular education groups. None of the 
Locus of Control measures varied by the special education programming 
variables. 
Overall, the average of ratings by all groups for the three sources of 
assistance were positive (5.2 on a scale of 1 =very negative to 7=very positive) 
and similar. A trend was seen for higher ratings to be given by younger 
students. 
Special Education Section 
Information on several additional items pertaining to special education 
programming variables were gathered only with special education students. 
These variables included disability status, level of special education services, 
teaching model, and curriculum modification. Results on these variables are 
presented in this section. 
Disability Status 
Disability status was defined as; a) mental disability, b) learning disability, 
c) behavior disability, or d) other handicapping condition. For learning disabled 
students some analyses were also run by specific area of learning disability; a) 
reading, b) math, c) written language. 
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Self-Perception Profile Since no district differences were found in the 
initial SPP analyses for special education students, the districts were combined 
for an analysis of Self-Perception Profile means by disability (see Table 14). 
Statistically significant differences were identified for the SPP Domains of 
General Intellectual Ability (Post hoc NS), Reading Competence 
(BD>LD=MD=Other), Math Competence (BD>MD), and Spelling Competence 
(BD>LD=MD, BD=Other). Surprisingly, students with behavior disorders did not 
regard themselves as lower in the Behavior Conduct and Social Acceptance 
domains even though deficits in these areas are common for this group. Overall, 
few SPP domain differences existed among the four categories of special 
education students. 
It was hypothesized that children with specific learning disabilities would 
have the lowest self-perception scores in the area of their identified academic 
disability. That is, students with an identified learned disability in math would 
have a lower self-perception mean in math than students with other learning 
disabilities. As can be seen in Table 15 those with a learning disability in math 
scored higher than students with reading or written language disabilities on 
Reading Competence, and higher than those with disabilities in written language 
on Spelling Competence. No significant differences were found for competence 
in writing or math. 
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Table 14. ANOVAs on Self-Perception Profile by disability 
Source LD MD BD Other MS F 
Gen. intellectual Ability M 2.78 2.59 3.05 3.26 1.29 2.73* 
SD 0.64 0.87 0.72 0.72 
Reading Competence M 2.61 2.25 3.20 3.00 4.47 6.26*** 
SD 0.86 0.86 0.84 0.63 
Writing Competence M 2.58 2.33 2.82 2.68 0.98 1.63 
SD 0.76 0.79 0.79 0.93 
Spelling Competence M 2.31 2.18 2.97 2.69 4.33 6.08*** 
SD 0.84 0.77 0.93 0.68 
Math Competence M 2.73 2.27 3.07 2.81 2.37 3.19* 
SD 0.85 0.78 0.95 0.73 
Social Acceptance M 2.87 2.43 2.93 2.84 0.98 1.64 
SD 0.76 0.77 0.81 0.85 
Athletic Competence M 2.81 2.58 2.94 2.54 0.65 0.95 
SD 0.81 0.86 0.88 0.78 
Behavior Conduct M 2.90 2.64 2.60 3.31 1.48 2.63 
SD 0.77 0.62 0.76 0.62 
Physical Attractiveness M 2.74 2.68 2.75 1.96 0.98 1.37 
SD 0.83 0.89 0.88 0.91 
Global Self Worth M 3.02 2.79 3.03 2.97 0.26 0.44 
SD 0.70 0.79 0.93 0.93 
BD=Behavior Disordered; l_D=Learning Disabled; i\^D=Mental Disability 
*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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Paired-t tests were used to compare perceptions of academic 
competence within type of learning disability (see Table 15). Significant 
differences were found between math, spelling, writing, and reading for students 
with a learning disability in reading. Students with a learning disability in math 
rated spelling and math as significantly lower than reading. Students with a 
disability in written language rated themselves as significantly better in math 
than in either writing or spelling. 
Table 15. Comparisons of perceptions of competency by area of learning 
disability 
Perceptions of Competence in 
LD AREA Reading Writing Spelling Math 
Means and standard deviations 
Reading 
Math 
Written Lang. 
2.37 (0.78) 
2.79 (0.78) 
2.48 (0.77) 
2.50 (0.74) 
2.62 (0.72) 
2.55 (0.74) 
2.21 (0.81) 
2.52 (0.87) 
2.27 (0.85) 
2.72 (0.86) 
2.44 (0.68) 
2.67 (0.85) 
F 7.61*** 1.43 3.62* 2.63 
LD AREA 
Reading Reading Reading Math 
Writing Spelling Math Writing 
Math Writing 
Spelling Spelling 
Paired-t tests 
Reading 
Math 
Written Lang. 
-1.62 1.93 
1.85 2.21* 
-0.66 1.92 
-2.58* 1.87 
2.60* -1.23 
-1.34 0.97 
4.03*** 3.33** 
-0.47 0.60 
2.94** 2.77** 
*p<.05; **p<.0l: ***p<.ooi 
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Locus of Control Cognitive locus of control varied by special education 
disability with Powerful Other higher among mentally handicapped than learning 
disabled students, F(2, 166)=5.66, p<.001. Students with mental handicaps also 
rated Internal Control lower than other students with disabilities or 
nonhandicapped students, F(2,161)=7.56***, p<.001 (see Table 16). 
Table 16. Locus of control measure by instructional group 
Powerful Unknown Internal 
Other Control Control 
Means and Standard Deviations 
LD 1.89(0.83) 2.41 (0.86) 3.53(0.62) 
MD 2.70 (0.80) 2.60 (0.80) 2.68 (0.79) 
BD 2.21 (0.78) 2.31 (0.99) 3.48 (0.68) 
Other 2.39(0.79) 2.06(1.02) 3.57(0.53) 
F 5.66** 0.74 7.56*** 
Paired T-Test Comparisons 
Powerful Other-
Unknown 
Powerful Other-
Internal Control 
Unknown-
Internal Control 
LD 
MH 
BD 
Other 
-5.30*** 
0.26 
-0.54 
- 0.52 
-16.23*** 
- 0.19 
- 7.58*** 
- 3.27* 
-10.42*** 
- 0.47 
- 5.10*** 
- 2.93* 
Note: LD = Learning Disabled (N=110); MH=Mentally Handicapped (N=15); 
BD=Behavior Disordered (N=34); Other Handicaps (N=7) 
*p<.05: **p<.oi: ***p<.ooi 
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In repeated measures analyses using paired-t tests students with learning 
disabilities rated each domain (Powerful Other, Unknown Control, Internal 
Control) as significantly more influential than the previous one. Students with 
mental handicaps rated all measures of control the same, while students labeled 
as behavior disordered chose Internal Control as significantly more important 
than Powerful Other or Unknown. 
Social Comparison Results of chi square tests by disability resulted in 
significant differences for six of the 9 items (see Table 17). Behavior disordered 
students were more likely than mentally handicapped to choose regular 
education students for comparisons on all the items which were statistically 
different except "How well you behave." Learning disabled students indicated a 
greater likelihood of choosing regular education students than mentally 
handicapped on "smart, sports, and looks." 
Table 17. Chi squares for choice of regular education students for social 
comparisons by type of disability 
Who 1 am Like LD MH BD Other X' 
How smart you are 73% 29% 76% 88% 15.65** 
Mow well you read 66% 35% 65% 63% 5.93 
How well you write 72% 41% 68% 75% 6.80 
How well you spell 62% 35% 62% 75% 5.33 
How well you do In math 69% 38% 82% 63% 10.24* 
How accepted 71% 47% 82% 88% 7.99* 
How you do in sports 84% 59% 91% 88% 8.85* 
How you behave 82% 44% 62% 88% 14.98** 
Your looks 70% 47% 82% 75% 9.32* 
*p<.05; **p<.01 
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Table 18. ANOVAs on instructional variables for special education students 
Source DF MS F 
General Intellectual Ability 
Level of Special Education Services 2 0.33 0.65 
Curriculum Modification 1 0.09 0.19 
Reading Competence 
Level of Special Education Services 2 0.91 1.12 
Curriculum Modification 1 0.34 0.42 
Writing Competence 
Level of Special Education Services 2 0.22 0.34 
Curriculum Modification 1 1.27 1.99 
Spelling Competence 
Level of Special Education Services 2 1.43 1.90 
Curriculum Modification 1 0.00 0.00 
Math Competence 
Level of Special Education Services 2 3.54 4.71* 
Curriculum Modification 1 0.89 1.06 
Social Acceptance 
Level of Special Education Services 2 0.43 0.70 
Curriculum Modification 1 0.66 1.07 
Athletic Competence 
Level of Special Education Services 2 0.08 0.12 
Curriculum Modification 1 1.21 1.67 
Behavior Conduct 
Level of Special Education Services 2 1.10 1.89 
Curriculum Modification 1 4.57 7.78** 
Physical Attractiveness 
Level of Special Education Services 2 0.78 1.16 
Curriculum Modification 1 2.17 3.05 
Global Self Worth 
Level of Special Education Services 2 0.28 0.49 
Curriculum Modification 1 0.21 0.36 
*p<.05: **p<.oi: ***p<.ooi 
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Level of Special Education 
Level of special education was defined by tiiree placement options; a) 
Resource Teaching Program (RTF), b: Special class with Integration (SCIN), and 
c) self-contained special class (SC). These placement options vary on the 
amount of time the students spends in regular classrooms. Students in RTP are 
in regular classrooms for most of the day while students in SC spend little time 
in regular education. 
Self-Perception Profile A one-way ANOVA on level of special education 
programming was run for each of the Self-Perception Profile domains (see Table 
18). The "hierarchy" of special education services would place regular class as 
the least restrictive, then resource, then special class, with self-contained as the 
most restrictive. The only difference in the SPP means was math competence 
where a special education students in resource rooms and self-contained 
programs were higher than those in special classes. 
Locus of Control ANOVAs comparing level of special education 
services on Locus of Control were conducted for special education students. 
Powerful Other was more important for special class than resource programs; 
internal Control was rated as more important by resource than special class 
students (see Table 19). 
Social Comparison Social comparisons choices were then examined by 
the three levels of special education (see Table 20). Nine items were used for 
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social comparison choices. The items reflected both academic (e.g. "How well 
you read") and nonacademic (e.g., 'Your looks") content. 
Students in the Resource Teaching Program, the least restrictive settings, 
with most of the day in regular education classrooms, were more likely than 
students in other special education placements to chose regular education peers 
for social comparison purposes. This result was apparent on eight of the nine 
items. Similarly, regular education comparisons were chosen by more students 
in integrated special class programs than nonintegrated self contained 
class programs on the same seven items. The only exceptions was the item, 
"How you do sports", where resource and self-contained did not differ and were 
greater than the ratings of those in special class. 
Attributions for Academic Assistance The ratings given by students to 
receiving academic assistance from regular teachers, special teachers, or 
parents did not differ by level (see Table 21). 
Curriculum Modification 
One-way ANOVAs were run on the dependent measures by curriculum 
modification. 
Self-Perception Profile Special education students whose curriculum 
was not modified perceived themselves as higher on the Behavior Conduct 
domain than special education students whose curriculum was modified. No 
other SPP Domain differences were found by modification status (Refer back to 
Table 18). 
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Table 19. ANOVAs on locus of control for special education students by 
instructional variables 
Source DF MS F 
Powerful Other 
Level of Special Education Services 2 2.85 4.29* 
Curriculum Modification 1 0.97 1.43 
Unknown Control 
Level of Special Education Services 2 0.24 0.31 
Curriculum Modification 1 3.11 4.02* 
Internal Control 
Level of Special Education Services 2 2.86 6.65** 
Curriculum Modification 1 2.87 6.42* 
*p<.05: **p<.oi: ***p<.ooi 
Table 20. Chi squares for choice of regular education students by level of 
special education services 
item Resource SCIN SC X® 
Percent choosing regular education students 
How smart you are 80% 54% 47% 14.14** 
How well you read 75% 45% 27% 21.54*** 
How well you write 82% 52% 20% 29.82*** 
How well you spell 73% 43% 20% 22.88*** 
How you do In math 81% 53% 47% 16.24*** 
How accepted 78% 67% 53% 5.01 
How you do sports 88% 71% 87% 7.10* 
How you behave 85% 60% 36% 20.29*** 
Your looks 84% 70% 60% 6.30* 
Note: Resource = Resource Teaciiing Program; SCIN=Special Class with Integration; 
SC=Self-Contained 
*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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Table 21. ANOVAs on attributions toward academic assistance for special 
education students 
Source DF MS F 
Level of Special Education Services 
Curriculum Modification 
Regular Teachers 
2 
1 
3.31 
4.85 
2.05 
2.92 
Level of Special Education Services 
Curriculum Modification 
Special Teachers 
2 
1 
0.97 
0.49 
0.47 
0.24 
Level of Special Education Services 
Curriculum Modification 
Parents 
2 
1 
0.38 
0.00 
0.15 
0.00 
*p<.05; **p<.01: ***p<.001 
Locus of Control Unknown Control was higher for students whose work is 
modified than unmodified (M =2.59; M=2.22; ES=0.45). Internal Control was 
rated as more important by those students whose curriculum is not modified 
(Refer to Table 19). 
Teaching Model 
Chi squares were conducted by teaching model: a) regular classroom teacher 
only, b) team teaching with regular and special education teacher, c) regular 
classroom instruction supplemented by a pullout program, or d) special 
education teacher only for reading, math, or language. The four categories of 
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teaching model represent a continuum reflecting the degree of special education 
involvement in academic remediation. 
Self-Perception Profile A one-way ANOVA (teaching model) compared SPP 
Domains among special education students who were receiving instruction in 
regular classrooms, completely in special education programs, or in 
combinations such as team teaching or regular education plus pullout resource 
help. No differences were found for special education students by type of 
instructional setting in any district. 
Social Comparison Special education students receiving academic 
instruction only in the general classroom choose regular class students for social 
comparisons 88% to 93% of the time in academic areas and 91% in nonacademic 
areas. Team taught students chose regular education classmates for social 
comparisons 81% to 86% in academic areas and 87% to 91% in nonacademic 
areas. Students whose regular classroom instruction was supplemented by 
pullout instruction (resource or Chapter) chose regular education social 
comparisons 59 to 78% in academic areas and 72 to 83% in nonacademic areas. 
Students who received academic instruction in reading, math, or language only 
from a special education teacher chose regular education students as 
comparisons significantly less; 43 to 56% in academic areas, 59 to 76% in 
nonacademic areas (see Table 22). 
110 
Table 22. Chi square tests for social comparison choices by teaching model 
Item Regular Special Team Regular + X® 
Class only Class Teach Pullout 
Percent choosing regular education students 
How smart you are 96% 58% 95% 66% 90.51*** 
How well you read 95% 48% 86% 56% 107.59*** 
How well you write 96% 49% 89% 79% 101.42*** 
How well you spell 93% 45% 81% 70% 91.69*** 
How you do In math 94% 43% 86% 83% 107.36*** 
How accepted 94% 67% 94% 74% 46.56*** 
How you do sports 93% 78% 95% 85% 16.34** 
How you behave 93% 60% 89% 79% 47.77*** 
Your looks 92% 70% 97% 78% 32.70*** 
*p<.05; **p<.01: ***p<.001 
Choice The reasons and choices for provider for receiving extra 
academic assistance are presented on Table 23. Students in a traditional regular 
classroom plus pullout model were compared to those instructed in special 
education-regular education team taught situation. Team taught students were 
more likely to vote for a peer for academic assistance (X'=52.54, p<.001). The 
reasons for choosing teachers might be partially the result of a response set; 
that is, the greater likelihood of choosing the first reason in the list. However, 
"more fun" was both the third item on the list and a very frequently chosen 
response for why one would want to work with a peer! 
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Table 23. Preference for provision of extra academic assistance 
by team or pullout instructional model 
Reg. + Pullout Team Taught 
(N = 70) (N=51) 
Special teacher 
Regular classroom teacher 
Peer 
44% 37% 
36% 22% 
20% 41% 
Reasons for Choice: 
Specialist: Percent of those who chose specialist 
Knows what 1 need 45% 37% 
More help from specialist 35% 53% 
Knows more about reading 16% 21% 
Like specialist better 13% 05% 
Not embarrassed 26% 16% 
Don't know 42% 26% 
Regular Classroom Teacher: Percent of those who chose regular teacher 
Knows what 1 need 60% 55% 
Like/used to 36% 18% 
Embarrassing to leave 16% 00% 
More convenient 20% 18% 
Like to stay w. class 20% 27% 
Don't know 28% 36% 
Peer: Percent of those who chose 
Less embarrassing 64% 52% 
Like to stay w. class 29% 38% 
More fun 57% 52% 
Don't know 29% 24% 
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Setting Preference for setting for extra academic assistance and 
supporting reasons are presented in Table 24. Interestingly, both students in a 
pullout model and those in team taught classes choose overwhelmingly to go to 
a resource room for extra assistance rather than to remain in the regular class 
Table 24. Preference for setting of extra academic assistance by teaching model 
Reg. + Pullout 
(N=67) 
Team 
(N=51) 
Go to resource room 
Stay in regular class 
85% 
15% 
77% 
23% 
Go because; Percent of those who chose to go to resource room 
Better help 
Less embarrassing 
Easier for special teacher 
Like to leave classroom 
Don't know 
45% 
31% 
24% 
14% 
41% 
44% 
31% 
31% 
21% 
28% 
Stay because; Percent of those who choose to stay In regular classroom 
Get help with work 
Embarrassing to leave 
No extra work 
Like to stay with class 
More convenient 
Don't know 
67% 
11% 
44% 
33% 
22% 
33% 
42% 
17% 
42% 
08% 
50% 
25% 
Getting Help With My Schoolwork: 
Makes me feel better 
Makes me feel dumb 
Never ask 
79% 
14% 
07% 
88% 
08% 
04% 
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(X®=9.22, NS). Of those who chose to stay in the regular class "no extra work" 
was a slightly more popular reason with these two groups than for either regular 
education students or the overall sample of special education students. As no 
relationship between preference for setting and curriculum modification status 
had been hypothesized, no further analyses were conducted on setting. 
Summary of Special Education Variables Generally, few significant 
differences were identified on the SPP and LOG measures for the three levels of 
special education. Findings within the special education group on the SPP 
Domains as well as additional measures involving variables related to academic 
programming also were largely nonsignificant. None of the Locus of Control 
measures varied by the special education programming variables. Social 
comparison choice was found to vary by level of special education and teaching 
model. Students who spent more time in regular education classrooms were 
more likely to choose regular education students as social comparisons. Team 
taught students were more likely to choose a peer for a provider of extra 
assistance, perhaps reflecting their collégial teaching model. No differences 
were found for the social comparison or attribution of help variables examined 
by curriculum modification. 
Correlational Analyses 
Correlations were conducted to further assess relationships among self 
perception, locus of control, and special education programming variables. The 
correlation results are presented separately for the correlations between the 
114 
subscales of the difference measures and for correlations between different 
measures. 
Within Measures 
Correlations were computed between the various subscales of each 
measure used. Since no significant differences by district were found for the 
special education students, the results are presented in Tables 25-27 for the 
special education students in all districts combined and for the regular education 
students in each district. 
Self-Perception Profile General Intellectual Ability was significantly 
correlated with the other 9 SPP Domains for 32 of the 36 possible combinations 
of variables (r=0.25 to 0.58). Global Self Worth was significant for 30 of the 
possible 36 correlations (r=0.20 to 0.59). The academic domains (Reading 
Writing, Spelling, and Math) were frequently significantly correlated with each 
other for both students in special education (33 of 36; r=0.20 to 0.55) and 
regular education students (100 of 108, r=0.24 to 0.69). Among the 
nonacademic scores, Social Acceptance was correlated with General Intellectual 
Ability (0.36), Writing Competence (0.28), Physical Attractiveness (0.41) and 
Competence in Athletics (0.51). Virtually all correlations were significant except 
those between perceptions of Reading competence and Athletic Competence 
(see Table 25). 
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Locus of Control Unknown Control and Powerful Other (r=0.32, 
p<.01) were correlated for all groups; Internal Control was not correlated with 
either Powerful Other or Unknown Control (see Table 26). 
Social Comparison The items on the Social Comparison Measure 
were correlated using the Spearman method since these were categorical data 
(see Table 27). Since most regular and special education students chose regular 
education students for comparisons, the majority of the correlations were 
significant and positive (104/144; r= 0.23 to .64). 
Table 26. Correlations between locus of control scores by district and group 
Powerful Other Unknown Control Internal Control 
Special Ed 0.24** -0.10 
Reg Ed A 0.28* -0.10 
Reg Ed B 0.47** -0.13 
Reg Ed 0 0.29** -0.22* 
Unknown Control 
Special Ed -0.08 
Reg Ed A -0.19 
Reg Ed B -0.14 
Reg Ed C -0.19* 
Note: Special Ed N= = 187: Reg Ed A N=82; Regular Ed B N=84; Regular Ed C N=113 
*p<.05: **p<.01 
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Table 27. Correlations between social comparison scores by district and group 
Domain Group Read Write Spell Math Accepted Sports Behave Looks 
Smart 
Read 
Write 
Spell 
Math 
Accepted 
Sports 
Behave 
Sp Ed 0,33*** 
Reg Ed A 0,33*' 
Reg Ed B 0,54*** 
Reg Ed 0 0.35*** 
SpEd 
Reg Ed A 
Reg Ed B 
Reg Ed C 
SpEd 
Reg Ed A 
Reg Ed B 
Reg Ed C 
SpEd 
Reg Ed A 
Reg Ed B 
Reg Ed C 
SpEd 
Reg Ed A 
Reg Ed B 
Reg Ed 0 
Sp Ed 
Reg Ed A 
Reg Ed B 
Reg Ed 0 
Sp Ed 
Reg Ed A 
Reg Ed B 
Reg Ed 0 
Sp Ed 
Reg Ed A 
Reg Ed B 
Reg Ed 0 
0.44*** 0.38*** 0,40*** 0.45*** 0.27*** 0.39*** 0.38*** 
0,25* 0.21 0,37*** 0.47*** 0.50*** 0.18 0.37*** 
0,60*** 0.54*** 0.58*** 0.54*** 0.33*** 0.48*** 0.45*** 
0.28** 0.50*** 0.17* 0.28** 0.11 0.35*** 0.05 
0,40*** 0.51*** 0.22** 0,30*** 0.14 0.33*** 0.20** 
-0,03 0.33** -0.05 -0.04. 0.21 -0.04 • -0.05 
0.54*** 0.71*** 0.45*** 0.39*** 0.19 0.52*** 0.29** 
0.14 0.29** -0.07 0.14 0.14 0.17 0.03 
0.52*** 0.25*** 0.43*** 0.26*** 0,41*** 0.31*** 
0.56*** 0.19 0.26* 0.15 0.76*** 0.44*** 
0.63*** 0.46*** 0.46*** 0.31** 0.58*** 0.32** 
0.12 0.23* 0.58*** 0.16 0.48*** 0.39*** 
0.23** 0.32*** 0.26*** 0.30*** 0.30*** 
-0.06 •0.05 0.11 0.42 0,15 
0.56*** 0.40*** 0.34*** 0.48*** 0,29** 
0.04 0.12 0.12 0.27** 0.07 
0.16* 0.20** 0.11 0.16* 
0.37*** 0.38*** 0.12 0,64*** 
0.30** 0.29** 0.27** 0,30** 
0.23* 0.50*** 0.12 0.33*** 
0.34*** 0.31*** 0.45*** 
0.69*** 0.18 0.59*** 
0.40*** 0.36*** 0.44*** 
0.16 0.21* 0.24* 
0.12 0.30*** 
0.26* 0.38*** 
0.14 0.29** 
0.35*** 0.40*** 
0,29*** 
0.32** 
0.40*** 
0.09 
*p<,05; **p<.01; •**p<,001 
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Between Measures 
Correlations were computed between tlie different measures to assess the 
possible relationships of the measures used in this study. Correlations were run 
between academic achievement and academic self-perceptions, between 
perceptions of control and perceptions of academic competence, between 
curriculum modification, area of learning disability, and perception of competence. 
Academic Achievement Academic achievement and academic self-
perception were expected to be highly correlated. Correlations between academic 
performance (standardized group achievement tests) and academic self-perceptions 
by subject areas on the SPP were examined. Group achievement scores were 
available from only one district (District A) (see Table 28). Perceptions of reading 
and spelling competence were significantly correlated for regular education students 
with achievement test scores In Vocabulary, Reading, Language, and the overall 
Composite scores. Overall, these correlations were in the range of .30 to .50, 
suggesting moderate degrees of relation between self perceptions and actual 
achievement. 
Locus of Control Academic competence perceptions and locus of control 
perceptions were correlated for regular education students, and for special 
education students by disability (see Table 29). Virtually no significant 
correlations were found between any academic self-perceptions and either Powerful 
Other or Internal Control for students in regular or special education. For students 
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Table 28. Pearson correlations between perceptions of academic competence 
and Iowa Tests of Basis Skills scores for students in District A 
Vocab Reading Language Math Composite 
General Intellectual Abllitv 
District A Sample 0.05 0.08 -0.04 0.05 0.01 
Regular Ed 0.17 0.28* 0.11 0.14 0.17 
Special Ed 0.05 -0.01 -0.12 0.13 -0.00 
Readlna Comoetence 
District A Sample 0.36** 0.35** 0.25** 0.16 0.33*** 
Regular Ed 0.42*** 0.49*** 0.30* 0.24 0.42*** 
Special Ed 0.16 0.05 -0.00 -0.15 0.08 
Writina Competence 
District A Sample -0.09 -0.12 -0.11 -0.19 -0.06 
Regular Ed -0.01 -0.08 -0.02 -0.28* -0.20 
Special Ed -0.12 -0.12 -0.19 -0.01 -0.09 
Soeiilna Competence 
District A Sample 0.39*** 0.27** 0.23* 0.15 0.30** 
Regular Ed 0.35** 0.27* 0.24 0.19 0.29* 
Special Ed 0.33* 0.09 -0.03 -0.13 0.13 
Math Comoetence 
District A Sample -0.02 -0.03 0.00 0.18 0.00 
Regular Ed -0.01 0.04 0.02 -0.00 -0.06 
Special Ed -0.07 -0.17 -0.10 0.43** -0.01 
Regular Education Students N=59; Special Education Students N=48 
*p<.05; **p<.Ol: *'**p<.ooi 
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Table 29. Correlations between perceptions of control and of academic 
competence by handicapping condition 
Group GIA RC WC SPC MC 
Powerful Other 
Reg Ed -.12 -.06 -.09 .03 -.20** 
LD -.12 .19 .00 .16 -09 
MD -.28 -.28 -.31 -.28 -.35 
BD .03 .11 .20 .27 .20 
Unknown Control 
Reg Ed -.29*** -.21*** -.27*** -.18** -.17** 
LD -.15 -.00 -.12 .09 -.08 
MD .60* .32 .39 .36 .08 
BD -.11 .00 .13 .39* -.18 
Internal Control 
Reg Ed .09 .16 .07 .03 -.17** 
LD .09 -.01 .07 .01 .24 
MD -.33 .03 -.34 -.00 -.38 
BD -.32 -.30 -.26 .12 .07 
*p<.05: **p<.oi: ***p<.ooi 
in regular education all correlations between perceptions of competence in 
academic areas and Unknown Control were negative and significant, indicating 
higher perceptions of competence were related to lower ratings of Unknown Control 
of grades (r=.17 to .29; p<.01). 
Correlations for students with learning disabilities were in the same 
direction but smaller and not significant. A significant correlation in the opposite 
direction; that is, a higher perception of competence in General Intellectual 
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Ability correlated with a higher rating for Unknown Control, was found for 
mentally handicapped students (r=.60, p<.05). 
Curriculum Modification Perceptions of competence were correlated 
with curriculum modification for reading and math (see Table 30). Modification 
of spelling curriculum was also highly correlated with perception of reading 
competence. Reading competence was most highly correlated with a modified 
reading curriculum, as predicted. However, the correlation was in the opposite 
direction predicted; that is, student with modified curricula had lower self-
perceptions than those for whom the curriculum was not modified. Similar 
results were found for math competence and a modified math curriculum. 
Spelling modifications were most highly correlated with reading competence. 
Table 30. Correlations between curriculum modification and academic 
self-perception 
"RC MC WC SPC 
'Modification 
Reading Curriculum -.15* -.02 -.06 .02 
Math Curriculum .05 -.17* .05 .08 
Spelling Curriculum -.22** .02 -.08 -.09 
Language Curriculum -.07 -.06 -.03 .02 
Note: RC=Reading Competence: MC=Math Competence: SC=Writing Competence; 
SPC=Spelling Competence 
'Curriculum: 1=0N, 2=BELOW; "Competence; 1=L0W, 4=HIGH 
*p<.05; **p<.01 
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Summary of Correlation Results Tlie domains and items used in this 
study were highly correlated within measures. The correlations between 
disabilities and self-perceptions were moderate but in the direction expected; 
that is, students with learning disabilities have lower self-perceptions in 
academic areas. The correlations involving curriculum modification were in 
the opposite direction than predicted; curriculum modification was correlated 
with a lower self-perception. 
Summary of Results 
Differences and similarities varied somewhat in how the data were 
organized for various analyses in this study. The use of three school districts 
added to the generalizability of the findings, the complexity of the possible 
analyses, and the ambiguity of the results. In some nonacademic areas 
consistent gender differences were found. Age or grade trends were 
apparent in both academic and nonacademic domains. Less variance in self-
perception by academic setting than predicted and more difference by SES of 
school district were found. The relationship of the results to the predictions 
and past research are discussed next. 
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DISCUSSION 
The discussion will begin with a review of the hypotheses and a 
comparison of findings relative to the predictions made. The relationship of the 
results to theories from social psychology presented in the literature review also 
will be discussed, followed by implications for current practices in education. 
The final section will cover the limitations and strengths of the current study and 
set out suggestions for future research directions and questions. Results are 
discussed by whether or not students received special education services, the 
type of disability and academic areas in which special education services were 
provided, and instructional provisions regarding curriculum modification, 
instruction in a pullout program or some form of team teaching. 
Student perceptions of their abilities varied by disability and setting; these 
differences are proposed to be due, in part, to the student's actual achievement, 
his or her comparisons with the other students, and the type of academic 
assistance and instruction that the student receives. Implications for providing 
educational services in ways that maximize both student achievement and self-
perceptions are discussed. 
Comparison of Results to Hypotheses 
Self-Perception 
Group Differences It was hypothesized that self-perceptions would be 
lower for mildly handicapped than nonhandicapped students in all academic 
areas. The only differences between mildly handicapped and nonhandicapped 
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students in nonacademic self-perceptions were predicted to be in the domains of 
social competence and behavior conduct; social competence and behavior 
conduct were expected to be rated lower by the mildly handicapped students. 
These predictions were partially confirmed. Academic self-perceptions were 
higher for regular education students in Districts B and C. There were, however, 
no differences in academic self-perceptions between regular education students 
in District A and the total group of students in special education. 
The predicted group differences were confirmed for the students in the 
middle to upper middle class school districts (Districts B and C). The raw scores 
in Districts B and C were similar to the scores of the standardization sample in 
the study by Renick and Harter (1989). Lower self-perceptions of Global Self-
Worth were found for the students with disabilities in Districts B and C. The 
absence of handicapped-nonhandicapped differences in District A suggests a 
role for SES in the academic self-perceptions of children. Academic self-
perceptions scores of the regular education students in District A were 
significantly lower than the self-perception scores for regular education students 
in Districts B and C, supporting the proposed influence of SES in these findings. 
The findings in the nonacademic domains were mixed. The prediction of 
lower self-perceptions for mildly handicapped students in the areas of behavior 
and social competence was based on Renick and Harter (1989). Their findings 
were replicated for the students in Districts B and C; however, nonacademic self-
perceptions of the regular education students in District A did not differ from the 
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nonacademic self-perceptions of the students in special education on any 
nonacadenfilc domain. 
Differences on nonacademic domains occurred among regular education 
students, with District B rating higher than the regular education students in 
District A. Differences in Physical Attractiveness occurred only for regular 
education students and followed the SES pattern of regular education students 
in Districts B and C being higher than regular education students in District A. 
There were no difference by group or district on social acceptance. Differences 
by educational group were less consistent for the nonacademic than academic 
domains. The existing differences in nonacademic domains appeared to reflect 
school district SES characteristics, further corroborating the relationship of lower 
SES and lower self-perceptions. 
Special Education Variables It was predicted that students would have 
the lowest academic self-perceptions in their area of disability. There was little 
support for a relationship between academic self-perception and area of learning 
disability. Students with specific learning disabilities in math and reading did 
rate themselves lower in those areas; however, there was no pattern for the self-
perception ratings of students with a specific learning disability in written 
language. 
When the results were analyzed by area of disability, students with mental 
handicaps rated themselves lowest in nearly all academic self-perception 
domains when compared to students with learning disabilities, behavior 
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disorders, other handicapping conditions and nonhandicapped students. This is 
supportive of the hypothesis that students rate themselves lowest In their areas 
of disability, but contrary to Harter and Silon's (1985) findings that students with 
mental disabilities do not have lower self-perceptions. Harter and Sllon had 
hypothesized that a social comparison process was involved; specifically, 
children with mental disabilities were thought to use handicapped peers in their 
special education classrooms for comparisons. Therefore, students with mental 
disabilities were presumed to feel comfortable with their achievements. 
The students In this study with mental disabilities were mostly from District 
A. In the state in which Districts A and C are located, students may be classified 
as mentally disabled and placed in special education If their Intellectual and 
adaptive functioning is greater than one standard deviation below the mean; the 
more common standard in other states is two or more standard deviations below 
the mean. Therefore, the functioning of MD students in District A could more 
accurately be described as borderline. Services were provided in resource 
programs for the majority of these students and they chose regular class peers 
as social comparisons, perhaps lowering their perceptions of their abilities. 
Instructional Variables Academic self-perceptions were expected to be 
higher for mildly handicapped students receiving special services in a pullout 
rather than in a classroom setting, and for those whose curriculum is modified. 
The relationship between curriculum modification and self-perceptions was 
contrary to what was predicted. "I remember the rage I used to feel when a 
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prediction went awry. I could have shouted at the subjects of my experiments, 
'Behave, damn you, behave as you ought!' Eventually I realized that the subjects 
were always right. It was I who had made a bad prediction (From R. Evans, B.F. 
Skinner: The Man and His Ideas. 1968). 
Students provided with a modified curriculum regarded themselves as less 
competent than students who were not working in a modified curriculum. Self-
efficacy theory would suggest that persons tend to judge their worth by what 
they can accomplish; therefore, it would seem that giving students a more 
manageable curriculum would boost their self-perception. However, the higher 
success rate in a modified curriculum may be mitigated by the awareness that 
theirs is easier and different, and lead to attributions of lower ability. This 
explanation would be consistent with the attribution findings on receiving 
unsolicited assistance in the classroom; students perceived this assistance as an 
indication that they could not do the work (Newman & Goldin, 1990). 
Very few differences were found for self-perceptions by level of special 
education services or teaching model. Social comparison choices differed 
significantly. However, these differences in choice of comparisons were not 
followed by any apparent concomitant upward or downward comparisons and 
higher or lower self-perceptions. 
Achievement Positive correlations were expected between academic 
achievement and academic self-perception, and between internal locus of control 
and academic self-perceptions. The expected relationships were confirmed for 
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District A (the only district for which data on achievement were available). The 
same trend appeared to exist for the other districts where a grosser indication of 
achievement, the class average data on group achievement tests, was available. 
These data were reported in the Methodology section and meaningful differences 
were noted among the class achievement data for the districts. 
For District A, class averages were reported as 44th to 51st percentile on 
national norms. District B scores were in the 75th to 80th percentile nationally, 
while class averages in District C ranged from the 59th to 66th percentile. The 
differences among districts on the self-perception domain scores were always in 
the pattern of District B greater than District A and, frequently, District C greater 
than District A and equal to District B, again lending support for a relationship of 
SES to ability and self-perception. 
Role of Gender and Grade It was hypothesized that males would have 
higher self-perceptions than females in all areas except Behavior Conduct. 
However, the only significant gender difference found across all groups was in 
Athletic Competence. Apparently, in spite of increased emphasis on equal 
opportunities in physical education and sports for both sexes, most females still 
do not feel as competent as most males in physical activities. The differences in 
Athletic Competence by gender were significant at the .0001 level for elementary 
children in District A. 
Physical Attractiveness and Global Self Worth were higher for males in 
special education and for regular education males in District A. Perhaps these 
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males were portraying more traditional values; the females in the higher SES 
districts may have been more non-traditional and have higher self-perceptions in 
these areas. This gender difference for physical attractiveness was also reported 
by Wigfield and Karpathian (1991). 
With the exception of Olympic athletes, competence in sports has not 
been regarded as a high priority for most females (Dunkle, 1987), In contrast, 
physical attractiveness for females is emphasized throughout the culture 
(Renzetti & Curran, 1992). The finding of lower Physical Attractiveness self-
perceptions for females suggests that girls perceive our cultural priorities at an 
early age and judge themselves quite critically. These cultural messages may be 
responsible for the results regarding females self-perceptions in the domains of 
athletics and attractiveness. 
Females rated themselves higher in Behavior Conduct. The items on this 
domain reflect behaviors such as "acting the way you are supposed to and 
following rules," and "not getting into trouble." The only item in this domain that 
is more indicative of good mental health than of conformity is "think the way they 
do things is fine." It has been speculated in the literature that more males than 
females are in special education because males are more likely than females to 
be referred because of nonconforming and/or irritating behaviors (Sadker & 
Sadker, 1985). Males also are more likely to be risk takers and to be rewarded 
for nonconformist behaviors (Ames & Archer, 1988), Atkinsons' (1957) need 
achievement theory presents moderate risk-taking as positive and necessary for 
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motivation and competency. Bandura (1977) also agreed that success on easy 
tasks did not add to one's sense of self-efficacy; mastery of challenges 
enhances the sense of competency. Following the rules may be more short term 
gain and long term pain for females. 
A decrease in academic self-perception was anticipated as students 
moved from elementary school to junior high; self-perceptions were expected to 
be stable during the elementary years. Some differences by grade level were 
found; these were In the predicted direction of older students rating themselves 
lower than younger students. In a few instances, decreases were noted across 
the upper elementary grades, but more often the statistically significant 
differences by grade were between the lowest elementary students in the sample 
(i.e., 3rd, 4th grade) and junior high students. Overall, academic and 
nonacademic self-perception ratings were similar and quite positive. Very few 
significant grade differences were substantiated; these findings could more 
accurately be described as a mild trend toward decreasing self-perception in all 
areas over the upper elementary and junior high years. There was no 
confirmation of the hypothesized dramatic decrease correlated with entering 
junior high school or preadolescence. 
Locus of Control 
Students in special education were more likely to rate Powerful Other and 
Unknown Control as responsible for their grades than students in regular 
education. This is consistent with the hypothesis and prior research on mental 
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disabilities and attributions of control (Balla & Zigler, 1982). Students with higher 
perceptions of internal locus of control were expected to have higher academic 
self-perceptions. There was no support for this prediction that internal locus of 
control would be related to higher academic self-perceptions. 
Social Comparison Results 
Social comparison theory predicts that similar others are chosen for 
comparisons; regular education students were expected to conform to this model 
and to choose other regular classroom peers as comparisons. However, the 
review of the literature led to a prediction of choice of regular education peers 
by learning disabled students; this is consistent with the upward comparison 
variation of social comparison theory. 
Renick and Harter (1987) found public school children with learning 
disabilities to choose general classroom peers as social comparisons, thereby 
resulting In lower academic self-perceptions. In their study the students In 
private schools for children with learning disabilities regarded the other students 
with learning disabilities as their comparisons and rated themselves more 
positively than those students with learning disabilities in public school. 
Therefore, it was hypothesized that comparison with peers who were more 
capable academically, that is, comparisons by special education students with 
regular education students, would contribute to lower academic self-perceptions. 
Choice of social comparison did vary by educational group, by disability, 
and by level of special educational services or teaching setting. Students in 
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regular and special education choose regular educations students as 
comparisons for academic and nonacademic areas the majority of the time. 
While the team model was a very limited sample, the students participating in 
team taught environments seemed to be managing to utilize regular education 
students as social comparisons without detriment to self-perceptions of 
competence. As the level of services became more restrictive, students with 
handicaps were more likely to consider their special education classmates as 
social comparison peers than students in the general classroom, a finding 
consistent with the notion of choosing similar others for social comparisons. 
Help Seeking Behaviors and Attributions 
A goal of this study was to examine student self-perceptions in 
environments that varied in degree of separation from the regular classroom; for 
example, comparing students' perceptions in an area in which they received a 
team model of instruction with students who went to a resource room or 
remained in the regular education classroom. Children were expected to prefer 
to receive academic assistance from their regular classroom teacher; however, if 
they were to obtain help from a special teacher, they were expected to prefer the 
resource room. 
Setting These particular school districts were chosen for this study 
because of the varied and innovative educational practices that were being 
implemented. Both regular and special education students were regularly 
exposed to teachers and students coming in and out of the classrooms. 
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Curiously, regardless of their current educational status or mode of instruction, a 
large majority still indicated they would prefer to leave the regular classroom to 
receive extra academic help. The reasons checked were too general to reach 
any conclusions on why leaving the classroom was preferred; individual 
interviews with students would have helped clarify this question. 
Choice The results of the current study varied slightly from those of 
Jenkins and Heinen (1989). In their study, the vast majority of the students 
needing assistance said they would prefer to work with their regular education 
teacher. Almost half of the mainstreamed students in the Jenkins and Heinen 
study chose to stay in the regular classroom for extra assistance whereas only 
23% of the team taught students in the current study voted to stay in the regular 
classroom. A large number of students in the present study participating in team 
teaching classes voted for working with a peer, a finding that is probably as 
indicative of their social as educational goals. Embarrassment appeared to play 
a larger part in the choices of the students in the Jenkins and Heinen study; 
getting appropriate assistance was the most frequently chosen reason in the 
current study for both leaving or staying in the regular classroom. 
Academic Assistance Receiving help was perceived very favorably by 
most students. They indicated additional assistance helped them understand the 
material better and that teachers and parents could provide appropriate and 
encouraging help. Special education teachers received higher ratings from 
special education students as providers of academic assistance than either 
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regular education teachers or parents. This may reflect the smaller number of 
students typically making demands on the time of a special teacher and the 
increased availability of assistance rather than a quality rating. Parents were 
highly ranked by elementary students as "homework helpers." The finding that 
parents ranked lower with junior high students than regular education teachers 
was expected as part of the evolving relationship between preadolescents and 
their parents. The fact that parents, overall, received such high ratings as a 
source of assistance is noteworthy and suggests the existence of many good 
parent-child relationships. 
Linking the Findings to Social Psychological Theory 
Many of the results of this study were consistent with barter's work on of 
self-perception and Festinger's theory of social comparison; children receiving 
special education services generally reported lower self-perception in academic 
areas than nonhandicapped children. Some of the results pertaining to 
children's preferences for receiving academic assistance were more congruent 
with social psychological theory than with current proposals (e.g., system reform) 
concerning the delivery of special education services. 
Self-perception 
Self-concept is formed from achievements, actions, and the comments of 
others which reinforce personal assumptions about capabilities (Schunk, 1991). 
The literature review preceding this study supported these as components of 
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self-perception. Tlie limited individual data collected on achievement, as well as 
the district data, were consistent with the role of achievement in self-perception. 
The second component of this self-perception definition, actions and 
comments of others, was not directly assessed in this study. Attributions 
regarding the actions and comments of others were indirectly measured through 
the Attributions for Assistance measure completed by the children. The ratings 
for academic assistance given by the children to regular and special teachers 
and parents were similar; no provider source couid be viewed as more influential 
on children's self-perceptions than the others. Overall, these children rated 
themselves very positively in terms of self-perception, but it is not possible to 
determine the contributing factors of others' actions and comments from this 
limited data collection. 
Locus of Control 
The higher perceptions of Powerful Other and Unknown Control for 
students in special education is consistent with prior research on locus of 
control (Sl<inner, Wellborn, & Connell, 1990; Stipek & Weiss, 1981). The 
unexpected finding of stronger perceptions of Powerful Other among older 
students may reflect some aspect of preadolescence or the transition to junior 
high school or increased awareness of the outcome expectations (Eccles, 
Midgley, & Adier, 1984). This findings should be examined in future research 
(See later section on research directions.) 
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Social Comparison 
The process of social comparison, comparing performance to peers, and 
the actual person or type of persons chosen for those comparisons, is thought to 
influence perceptions of ability. Festinger (1954) proposed that optimally we 
choose similar peers so that we might form an objective judgment of our 
abilities. Prior studies reported that we sometimes choose inferior comparisons 
and consequently inflate our self-perceptions; in other cases comparisons are 
made to superior others and lead to harsh judgements about our capabilities 
(Wills, 1991; Wood, 1989). The support in these results for social comparison 
theory was mixed. The theory was confirmed by the regular education students' 
choice of similar others; the special education students, however, also were 
more likely to choose regular than special education students for comparisons. 
Social comparison theory would predict higher self-perceptions when 
children are placed in a homogeneous group (e.g., handicapped students are 
placed with other handicapped students in special classrooms). Lower self-
perceptions would be expected when low achieving students are placed in a 
heterogenous group. The caveat remains concerning the expected results; 
students are placed in more intensive special education programs because of 
more serious learning problems and, thus, have valid lower perceptions of their 
academic abilities. Students receiving services in team taught general education 
classrooms were likely to chose regular education students as social 
comparisons; that is, make superior comparisons. Children in team taught 
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teaching models, however, did not have lower academic self-perceptions than 
those taught in special classes. 
Children receiving special education services regarded peers in the 
general classroom as their comparisons. According to social comparison theory, 
this process of upward comparison should contribute to lower academic self-
perceptions. This was confirmed for all academic areas except writing 
competence. The students in this study, however, rated themselves lower in 
nonacademic domains as well, contrary to the results reported by Renick and 
Harter (1987) in their standardization of the SPPLDS. The current findings are 
consistent with social comparison theory. 
The special education students in this study reported using regular 
education students for social comparisons 65% of the time in nonacademic 
areas. These findings of perceptions of lower competence in athletics, behavior, 
physical attractiveness and general self worth also might be explained by the 
fact that in many school systems, students in special education are somewhat 
less likely to participate in extra-curricular activities, including varsity sports. 
Attribution Theory 
Students provided with a modified curriculum regarded themselves as less 
competent than students who were not working in a modified curriculum. This 
would be consistent with the attribution findings on receiving unsolicited 
assistance in the classroom; students perceived this as an indication that they 
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could not do the work (Aberbach & Lynch, 1991; Brady & Taylor, 1989; Frey & 
Ruble, 1985). 
Implications for Practice 
The options available for providing assistance to students with handicaps 
present a complex pattern of trade-offs regarding maximizing self-perceptions 
and academic growth. The goal is to find an optimal balance. The findings of 
this study do not as much conflict with current social comparison theory as 
verify the many nuances of the social comparison process. The amount of day 
spent in a general or pullout program, the extent to which individualized curricula 
are provided for all students, and the pervasiveness of a handicapping condition 
all influence social comparison. 
A very pragmatic reason for initiating this study was the question of how 
educational services can be provided that enhance children's actual academic 
achievements and perceptions of their competence in both academic and 
nonacademic domains. Legislative and professional opinion generally endorse 
the goal of educating students with handicaps in environments that are as 
normal as possible on the dimensions of setting, peers, and educational 
objectives (Stainbeck & Stainbeck, 1989; Wang, 1989). The goal of educating all 
students, preferably in the same setting, is not always the most economical or 
practical method. These goals are endorsed as democratic, socially desirable, 
and necessary to assure an educated and competent society. 
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The results of this study indicate that perhaps we "protest too much." The 
only significant difference in academic self-perceptions by level of special 
education services was math competence. No differences were found in self-
perceptions for the different teaching models including both tradition (e.g., 
regular class or pullout resource program) and innovative programming (e.g., 
team teaching). These findings lend some assurance that we can continue to 
explore new models of providing service without undue threats to children's self-
perceptions in either academic or nonacademic areas. 
The results for curriculum modification were not quite as encouraging; 
students whose curriculum was modified had lower self-perceptions. Cooperative 
learning programs may be a way of including contributions from students of all 
ability levels without the competition that leads to comparison. In addition, 
working with peers on academic tasks was highly regarded by the students in 
this sample. Curriculum modification, that is, simplifying or shortening the 
assignment for a few students, is not sufficient; it makes them "different." 
Individualized curricula (lEPs for each student in all curricula areas) for all are 
the ideal way of meeting students' individual needs and promoting self esteem 
(Rosenholtz & Rosenholtz, 1981). 
The locus of control measure confirmed a higher regard for the influence 
of others in obtaining grades and less knowledge of how exactly grades are 
assigned for mentally handicapped students. Tangible grading systems, such as 
those involving tokens or points and charts, could be used to clarify how grades 
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are assigned and provide visible evidence of progress. Goal setting has been 
positively linked with motivation in numerous studies by Schunk (1983, 1985). 
On the measures which assessed children's preferences for where 
additional academic assistance should be provided, there was overwhelming 
support for leaving the regular classroom and going to another (resource) room. 
This is contrary to the movement to provide more services in the regular 
classroom through team teaching and services from special education teachers 
to nonlabeled (regular education) students. Perhaps the students in this study 
were not yet accustomed or exposed to the more integrated models and chose 
to stay with the familiar model. Getting better help was the most frequent reason 
for wishing to leave the classroom; to children this may mean more individual 
attention. System reform plans need to consider children's preferences for 
where assistance is provided. These results suggest caution in full inclusion 
models for mildly handicapped students. 
Contributions and Limitations of this Study: Future Research Directions 
This study provided an examination of the role of different service delivery 
model on students' perceptions of competence and control. Hypotheses were 
generated based of social psychology theory and tested. 
Many new directions in education are discussed in the psychology and 
education literature and some currently are being implemented throughout the 
country. Most innovations are driven by some combination of social 
psychological theory, an emphasis on effective and efficient educational models. 
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and adult assumptions about student preferences. This study directly assessed 
the views of a large number of preadolescent students on service delivery 
models and indirectly appraised the effect of instructional model on perceptions 
of competence and control. 
Contributions 
Psvchological and Developmental Findings Throughout this study the 
probably effect of SES on self-perception was recognized. This was a study of 
self-perception in districts of varying educational models. Prior studies had 
focused on single districts, populations, and educational models. The results of 
this study suggest caution in system reform and the need for further assessment 
of children's preferences and needs. This was a complex study that provided 
some data on the relationships of social psychological variables to children's 
self-perceptions. 
Scale Development This study provided an opportunity to consider the 
influence of socio-economic status on children's self-perceptions using barter's 
Self-Perception Profile for Learning Disabled Students; the work with this 
instrument to date has only involved middle and upper-middle class students. 
The difference reflected in the higher ratings of the regular education students 
from the more affluent districts indicates the importance of congruence of the 
SES of the norm group when utilizing a self-perception measure. 
As reported in the Methodology section, the factor analyses for this 
sample indicated a combined factor of physical appearance and general self-
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worth for both the regular and special education groups; this differed from the 
standardization samples. The current district and group analyses indicated a 
stronger perception of physical appearance and general self-worth for the special 
education sample and for the regular education students from the lower SES 
district. This may be a SES phenomenon; replication studies with other lower 
SES populations or groups with different ethnic backgrounds could verify 
appropriate groups for this self-perception measure or begin to establish norms 
for various groups. 
Limitations 
Methodologv A limitation of the current study was the smaller number 
of special education students participating and the difficulty in recruiting junior 
high age participants from the one SES school district. The smaller N 
diminished the chances of finding significant differences; many of the actual 
differences between groups were quite large, but not significant due to the small 
N. Effect sizes were, however, large. 
A second weakness in the current study was lack of individualized 
information on parental education and occupation; therefore, the judgment of 
SES is based on free and reduced hot lunches as well as observations of the 
neighborhoods where the students live. More objective information would be 
desirable and allow for better clarification and stratification of the data by 
economic status. That information could have served as a covariate to help 
verify the differences which emerged, apparently related to SES. 
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This study was not designed to be a test of actual control, achievement, 
or efficacy, but a paper and pencil measure of perceptions. Even when the 
analyses were as micro as possible (e.g., area of learning disability and type of 
special education service) an assumption of homogeneity among special 
education students was made that may not exist in reality. A microanalysis of 
student classroom environment via observations of direct instruction, time on 
task, teacher praise, etc. would be useful in determining factors that may 
influence student self-perceptions. 
A final methodological flaw; the responses on the social comparison and 
attribution measures may have been biased by response set; the first answer 
was frequently chosen, or all the answers in one column. It is likely that 
students in self-contained special education classrooms use other special 
education students for social comparisons in all areas, but a counterbalanced 
design could easily have been administered and clarified this question. 
Following the survey with individual standardized interviews would allow for 
clarification of responses and development of lengthier lists of reasons for 
choices. 
Future research on self-perception with mildly handicapped students 
should include more background information on the families so that we might 
discriminate differences correlated with ability and those related to economic 
background. Other research might focus on factors believed to influence self-
perception, such as achievement per se and feedback from others. 
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Future Research Directions 
This study confirmed some previous findings on self-perceptions and 
suggested some new possibilities. A study to explore the role of control and 
feedback on self-perception was just completed. One hundred eighty third and 
fourth grade students completed the Self-Perception Profile as a baseline 
measure. The intervention involved a computerized curriculum based 
measurement program in which students practiced reading everyday on a 
computer. The students in each class were randomly assigned to a treatment or 
control group. The results were graphed for all students, but only the treatment 
group saw their results and could set their own goal line. After 10 weeks the 
students again completed the Self-Perception measure; the data are currently 
being analyzed to test the differences in both academic gain and academic self-
perception in reading for the two groups. 
Other areas of possible future research piqued by the current study are 
the roles of feedback and type of academic assistance from others and gender 
differences in academic perceptions and skills. Finding ways to encourage 
students to become independent and confident learners continues to be a 
challenging area for research. 
Conclusions 
Limited support was found for the proposed relationship of social 
comparison and self-perception. Students In more restricted programs were less 
likely to choose other special education students for social comparisons than 
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those spending most of their school day in general academic settings. Overall 
self-perceptions were good for all groups, and few significant differences were 
found. This finding is more supportive of mainstreaming and team teaching than 
some prior studies. 
Students receiving modified curricula apparently did not enjoy enhanced 
self-perceptions from the success they could achieve in individualized materials, 
but seemed to regard the modifications as an indication of inferior ability. A 
decade ago work by Rosenholtz and Rosenholtz (1981) emphasized the 
necessity of multiple/individualized curricula to minimize comparisons and 
maximize self-perception. 
Gender differences were found in several nonacademic areas, presumably 
reflecting the absorption of general cultural attitudes by children, rather than 
actual differences in performances. Variations were also found among the 
school districts, especially in self-perceptions of regular education students, 
which seemed to parallel differences in SES among the populations. Margaret 
Mead wrote almost 60 years ago, "If we are to achieve a richer culture, rich in 
contrasting values, we must recognize the whole gamut of human potentialities, 
and so weave a less arbitrary social fabric, one in which each diverse human gift 
will find a fitting place" fSex and Temperament in Three Primitive Societies. 
1935). 
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APPENDIX A 
STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
1. Student Name 
2.School Building 
3. Teacher 4. Grade 
5. Sex 6. Race 
7. Instructional group/setting: 
A. Regular Education B. Special Education 
8. If student receives special education services, area of disability is; 
LD If LD, area(s)= Reading Math WRLang 
MD BD Other (Please List) 
Level of Services: Resource Special Class with Integration SCI(2.4) 
9. Does this child receive Chapter 1 reading assistance? yes no 
10. How were the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills administered to this student? 
standardized format 
adjusted (for example, allowed more time or the test was read to the student) 
Stop - ITBS scores will be filled In from class composite list. 
11. ITBS Vocabulary NPR 
13. ITBS Lang NPR 
15, ITBS Composite NPR 
12. ITBS Reading NPR 
14. ITBS Math NPR 
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STUDENT ENVIRONMENT 
READING: 
1. Curriculum is: a. on grade level (no modification) 
Modified: b. below grade level 
c. above grade level 
2. Reading Instruction: 
a . regular education teacher in general education classroom only 
b . only from Sp. Ed teacher in a pullout program 
c . reg. ed teacher & resource teacher team teaching in 
d . reg. ed in general classroom + pullout for Chapter 1 or 
resource room 
3. Student receives assistance in reading: 
a. from peer tutors no yes, about X per month DK 
b. from community volunteers no yes, about X per month DK 
c. from parents no yes, about X per month DK 
4. Student progress in reading is regularly monitored by CBM probes: 
a . no yes, 
b. If yes, about x per week 
c. Student progress is graphed: yes no 
LANGUAGE: 
1. Curriculum is: a. on grade level (no modification) 
Modified: b, below grade level 
c. above grade level 
2. Language Instruction: 
a . regular education teacher in general education classroom only 
b . only from Sp. Ed teacher in a pullout program 
c . reg. ed teacher & resource teacher team teaching 
d . reg. ed in general classroom + pullout for Chapter 1 or 
resource room 
3. Student receives assistance in language: 
a. from peer tutors no yes, about X per month DK 
b. from community volunteers no yes, about X per month DK 
c. from parents no yes, about X per month DK 
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MATHEMATICS: 
1. Curriculum Is: a. on grade level (no modification) 
Modified: b. below grade level 
c. above grade level 
2. Math Instruction: 
a . regular education teacher in general education classroom only 
b . only from Sp. Ed teacher in a pullout program 
c . reg. ed teacher & resource teacher team teaching 
d . reg. ed in general classroom + pullout for Chapter 1 or 
resource room 
3. Student progress in math is regularly monitored by CBM probes 
a . yes no 
b. If yes: x per week 
c. Student progress is graphed: yes no 
4. Student receives assistance in math: 
a. from peer tutors no yes, about X per month DK 
b. from community volunteers no yes, about X per month DK 
c. from parents no yes, about X per month DK 
SPELLING: 
1. Curriculum is: a. on grade level (no modification) 
Modified: b. below grade level 
c. above grade level 
2. Spelling Instruction: 
a . regular education teacher in general education classroom only 
b . only from Sp. Ed teacher in a pullout program 
c . reg. ed teacher & resource teacher team teaching 
d . reg. ed in general classroom + pullout for Chapter 1 or 
resource room 
3. Student receives assistance in spelling; 
a. from peer tutors no yes, about X per month DK 
b. from community volunteers no yes, about X per month DK 
c. from parents no yes, about X per month DK 
4. Student progress in spelling is graphed weekly: 
a. yes no 
PLEASE NOTE 
Copyrighted materials In this document have 
not been filmed at the request of the author. 
They are available for consultation, however, 
in the author's university library. 
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APPENDIX F 
ACADEMIC ASSISTANCE 
The first set of questions below asks about your regular education tparhpr ' if you have 
another teacher in Chapter I or a special program, please answer the second set of items 
also about your other teacher. 
A. In general, how frustrating do you find working with your regular classmnm teacher on your 
schoolwork? 
Not at all OK Sort of Very 
frustrating frustrating Frustrating 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
B. In general, when your regular classroom teacher helps you with your schoolwork, they make you 
feel: 
Like you're not OK Sort of Very 
very smart smart Smart! 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C. In general, how good is your regular classroom teacher at helping you with your schoolwork? 
Not at all OK Sort of Very 
good good good! 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
D. In general, how embarrassing do you find working with your regular classroom teacher on 
your schoolwork? 
Not at all OK Sort of Very 
embarrassing embarrassing Embarrassing 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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E. In general, how frustrating do you find working with your special reading or resource teacher on 
your schoolwork? 
Not at all OK Sort of Very 
frustrating frustrating Frustrating 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
F. In general, when your special reading or resource teachers help you with your schoolwork. they 
make you feel; 
Like you're not OK Sort of Very 
very smart smart Smart! 
1  2  3 * 4  5  6  7  
G. In general, how good are your special reading or resource teachers at helping you with your 
schoolwork? 
Not at all OK Sort of Very 
good good good! 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
H. In general, how embarrassing do you find working with your special reading or resource 
teacher on your schoolwork? 
Not at all OK Sort of Very 
embarrassing embarrassing Embarrassing 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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I. In general, how frustrating do you find working with your parentf»;^ on your schooiwork: 
Not at all Sort of Very 
frustrating OK frustrating frustrating 
12 3 4 5 6 7 
J. In general, when your parentfs^ help you with your schooiwork, they make you feel: 
Like you're not Sort of Very 
very smart OK smart smart! 
12 3 4 5 6 7 
K. In general, how good are your parents at helping you with your schooiwork? 
Not at all Sort of Very 
good OK good good! 
12 3 4 5 6 7 
L. In general, how embarrassing do you find working with your parents on your schooiwork? 
Not at all Sort of Very 
embarrassing OK embarrassing embarrassing 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX G 
TABLES OF EFFECT SIZES FOR DISTRICTS 
Table G1. Effect sizes for SPP measures for District A 
Diet A Reg Ed Sp Ed Male Female REG M REG F SPM SPP Group Sex Boy Girl Reg Sped 
GIA m 2.82 2.96 2.96 2.81 2.92 2.75 2.98 2.91 -0.20 0.22 -0.10 -0.21 0.24 0.11 
St. D 0.70 0.66 0.63 0.74 0.60 0.77 0.65 0.68 
RC m 3.00 2.74 2.82 2.91 2.99 3.01 2.73 2.75 0.31 -0.10 0.33 0.29 -0.02 -.02 
St. D 0.85 0.89 0.92 0.82 0.80 0.89 0.97 0.67 
WCm 2.60 2.62 2.57 2.68 2.47 2.72 2.62 2.62 -0.02 -0.14 -0.16 0.13 -0.29 0.00 
St. D 0.85 0.78 0.86 0.74 0.92 0.79 0.83 0.66 
SPC m 2.81 2.48 2.60 2.66 2.75 2.86 2.52 2.38 0.37 -0.07 0.26 0.55 -0.12 0.15 
St. D 0.89 0.91 0.91 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.94 0.80 
MC m 2.90 2.76 2.88 2.74 2.94 2.86 2.85 2.56 0.16 0.16 0.10 0.34 0.09 0.32 
St. D 0.89 0.91 0.91 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.94 0.80 
SA m 2.64 2.76 2.80 2.57 2.81 2.51 2.80 2.66 -0.16 0.30 0.01 -0.19 0.39 0.18 
St. D 0.76 0.76 0.73 0.78 0.72 0.77 0.74 0.81 
AC m 2.77 2.76 3.03 2.37 3.24 2.38 2.93 2.37 0.01 0.87 0.47 0.01 1.05 0.67 
St. D 0.82 0.84 0.78 0.74 0.66 0.73 0.82 0.75 
BC m 2.65 2.76 2.70 2.85 2.64 2.65 2.58 3.15 -0.14 -0.19 0.08 -0.60 -0.01 -.71 
St. D 0.77 0.80 0.75 0.82 0.72 0.83 0.77 0.72 
PA m 2.48 2.81 2.88 2.35 2.82 2.22 2.90 2.58 -0.39 0.64 -0.10 -0.47 0.71 0.37 
St. D 0.84 0.86 0.80 0.86 0.83 0.76 0.79 0.99 
GSWm 2.98 3.05 3.15 2.83 3.22 2.78 3.12 2.91 -0.09 0.44 0.11 -0.20 0.56 0.29 
St. D 0.79 0.72 0.77 0.70 0.88 0.65 0.80 0.77 
Note:Group = Reg Ed-Sp Ed; Sex = Male-Female; Boy = Reg Ed Male-Sp Ed Male; Girl = Reg Ed F-Sp Ed F; Reg = Reg Ed M-Reg Ed F; Sped = Sped M-Sped F 
Table G2. Effect sizes for SPP measures for District B 
Diet B Reg Ed Sp Ed Male Female REG M REG F SPM SPF Group Sex Boy Girl Reg Sped 
GIA m 3.24 2.68 3.00 3.04 3.28 3.20 2.71 3.61 1.04 -0.06 1.06 -0.75 0.15 -1.20 
St D 0.54 0.75 0.70 0.66 0.54 0.55 0.74 0.78 
RC m 3.04 2.76 3.10 3.23 3.38 3.43 2.81 2.67 0.39 -0.15 0.79 1.04 -0.07 0.16 
St D 0.72 0.88 0.81 0.88 0.72 0.73 0.81 1.04 
WCm 3.03 2.66 2.79 3.03 2.91 3.15 2.64 2.70 0.52 -0.33 0.33 0.76 -0.34 -0.08 
St D 0.71 0.76 0.80 0.64 0.81 0.59 0.79 0.70 
SPC m 3.27 2.53 2.95 3.01 3.20 3.12 2.69 2.47 1.03 -0.07 0.61 0.80 0.11 0.28 
StD 0.72 0.80 0.78 0.89 0.83 0.81 0.87 0.82 
MC m 3.16 2.62 2.97 2.95 3.22 3.22 2.64 2.57 0.66 0.02 1.26 1.23 0.00 0.08 
St D 0.82 0.85 0.88 0.86 0.46 0.53 0.57 0.58 
SA m 3.07 3.03 3.03 3.07 3.04 3.10 3.05 2.99 0.06 -0.05 -0.01 0.18 -0.09 0.07 
St D 0.66 0.86 0.76 0.74 0.73 0.60 0.79 1.06 
AC m 3.01 2.95 3.03 2.93 3.06 2.96 2.99 2.84 0.08 0.14 0.09 0.20 0.14 0.18 
St D 0.71 0.83 0.84 0.62 0.81 0.60 0.89 0.68 
BC tn 3.24 2.86 2.96 3.27 3.09 3.40 2.83 2.93 0.63 -0.48 0.41 0.90 -0.52 -0.14 
St D 0.60 0.73 0.69 0.61 0.64 0.52 0.73 0.75 
PA m 2.86 2.66 2.86 2.68 2.98 2.75 2.74 2.47 0.27 0.24 0.32 0.37 0.31 0.36 
St D 0.75 0.76 0.73 0.78 0.74 0.76 0.73 0.83 
GSWm 3.29 3.00 3.16 3.20 3.29 3.29 3.03 2.93 0.53 -0.06 0.44 0.69 0.00 0.14 
St D 0.55 0.74 0.67 0.60 0.59 0.52 0.74 2.76 
Note: Group^Reg Ed-Sp Ed; Sex=Male-Female; Boy = Reg Ed Male-Sp Ed Male; Girl = Reg Ed F-Sp Ed F; Reg = Reg Ed M-Reg Ed F; Sped = Sped M-Sped F 
Table G3. Effect sizes for SPP measures for District C 
DistC Reg Ed Sp Ed Male Female REG M REG F SPM SPF Group Sex Boy Girl Reg Sped 
GIA m 3.17 2.51 3.09 2.97 3.20 3.13 2.65 2.32 1.05 0.17 0.93 1.17 0.11 0.49 
StD 0.63 0.67 0.61 0.78 0.59 0.69 0.51 0.82 
RC m 3.27 2.50 3.02 3.23 3.20 3.37 2.39 2.67 1.03 -0.25 1.08 0.95 -0.23 0.30 
StD 0.75 0.94 0.85 0.85 0.75 0.74 0.89 1.03 
WCm 2.92 2.57 2.78 2.94 2.90 2.94 2.33 2.92 0.41 -0.18 0.68 0.02 -0.05 -0.63 
St D 0.86 0.94 0.87 0.90 0.84 0.89 0.85 0.99 
SPC m 3.21 2.53 3.10 3.02 3.30 3.09 2.36 2.77 0.85 0.09 1.34 0.35 0.26 -0.41 
StD 0.80 1.01 0.87 0.93 0.70 0.91 1.00 1.03 
MC m 3.33 2.71 3.39 2.93 3.50 3.10 3.01 2.25 1.60 0.54 0.88 0.90 0.52 0.72 
St D 0.77 1.05 0.69 1.02 0.56 0.94 0.92 1.09 
SA m 2.91 2.84 2.94 2.83 2.94 2.86 2.91 2.73 0.09 0.14 0.04 0.14 0.10 0.26 
St D 0.80 0.68 0.71 0.85 0.71 0.91 0.76 0.54 
AC m 3.01 2.65 3.22 2.55 3.28 2.66 3.01 2.11 0.46 0.90 0.43 0.68 0.79 1.02 
St D 0.78 0.88 0.70 0.79 0.63 0.81 0.89 0.55 
BC m 3.16 2.94 2.90 3.39 2.93 3.46 2.82 3.12 0.30 -0.06 0.14 0.62 -0.72 -0.36 
St D 0.74 0.83 0.77 0.65 0.78 0.55 0.91 0.78 
PA m 2.93 2.39 2.97 2.60 3.07 2.74 2.62 2.03 0.62 0.42 0.62 0.70 0.38 0.66 
St D 0.87 0.89 0.79 0.99 0.73 1.01 0.93 0.73 
GSWm 3.27 2.73 3.27 3.00 3.36 3.16 2.97 2.37 0.76 0.34 1.89 0.95 0.28 0.67 
StD 0.71 0.90 0.68 0.89 0.60 0.83 0.88 0.85 
S 
Note: Group = Reg Ed-Sp Ed; Sex-Male-Female; Boy = Reg Ed Male-Sp Ed Male; Girl = Reg Ed F-Sp Ed F; Reg = Reg Ed M-Reg Ed F; Sped = Sped M-Sped F 
